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9505. Also, petition of the Ohio State chapters of the 

Railroad Employees' National Pension Association <Inc.) , 
urging enactment of railway pension bills, S. 4646. and H. R. 
9891, and expressing opposition to Senate bill 3892 and House 
bill 10023; to the Committee on ·Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

9506. Also, petition of the Railway Business Association of 
Chicago, TIL, indorsing recommendations of the United States 
Chamber of Commerce in its referendum No. 62, especially 
those which follow the provisions of House billl1642; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

9507. Also, letter from E. I. Rogers, president the Peoria 
Association of Commerce, Peoria, Ill., urging repeal retro
actively of the recapture clause of the transportation act 
and the modification of the provisions relating to railway 
valuation; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

9508. Also, resolution of the National Cooperative Milk 
Producers' Federation, passed at a special national meeting 
in Chicago, Ill., January 6, urging inclusion of dairy prod
ucts in the pending domestic allotment bill (H. R. 13991) for 
the relief of agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

9509. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the American His
torical Association, urging Congress to authorize the con
tinuance of the publication by the United States Govern
·ment of the official papers of the Territories from Which 
States have been formed, as an important part of the papers 
of these States and as an important contribution to the 
understanding of American history; to the Committee on 
the Library. 

9510. By Mr. HARLAN: Petition of Laura C. Harb and 
other citizens of Pl.·eble County, Ohio, urging support of the 
stop-alien representation amendment to the United States 
Constitution to count only American citizens when making 
future apportionments for congressional districts; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

9511. By Mr. KOPP: Petition of Ida B. Hough and other 
citizens of West Chester, Iowa, urging support of the stop
alien representation amendment to the United States Con
stitution; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9512. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of New York County 
Lawyers Association, New York City, opposing the Irving 
Trust Co.'s monopoly of receiverships; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

9513. Also, petition of Institute of American Meat Packers, 
Chicago, TIL, opposing House bill 13991, the national emer
gency act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

9514. Also, petition of George Kramer, of the David Van
gelder Executive Committee, New York State Retail Meat 
Dealers Association, New York City, opposing any domestic 
allotment plan which will include hogs; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

9515. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of the National Wholesale 
Druggists' Association, advocating the return of the 2-cent 
postage rate; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9516. Also, petition of C. A. Finnegan and Thad M. Nowak, 
of Buffalo, N. Y., proposing a Federal tax law; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

9517. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of 11 metropolitan branches 
of the New York State Retail Meat Dealers Association, 
opposing any domestic allotment plan which will include 
hogs; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

9518. By Mr. RICH: Petition of citizens of Williamsport, 
Pa., favoring the so-called stop-alien representation amend
ment to the Constitution; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9519. By Mr. SPARKS: Petition of citizens of Sherman 
County, submitted by Elmer E. Euwer and signed by 79 
others; citizens of Victoria, submitted by B. Anderson and 
signed by 59 others; and depositors of banks in Lincoln 
County, submitted by Harve Hartzett and C. E. Myers and 
signed by 247 others; all of the State of Kansas, requesting 
repeal of the Federal bank-check tax (sec. 751, F. R. A., 
1932); to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9520. By Mr. STEWART: Petition of Union County Or
ganization of the American Legion, Department of New 

Jersey, petitioning the Congress to provide for the continu
ing of 48 drills for the United States Naval Reserve and the 
National Guard during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1933; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

9521. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petitions of 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Corsica, and con
gregation of the United Presbyterian Church of Blairsville, 
Pa., favoring the amending of the Constitution of the United 
States to exclude aliens, and count only American citizens, 
when making future congressional apportionments; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 12, 1933 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, January 10, 1933) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

Mr. LONG and Mr. FESS rose. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Obi~ 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have the fioor. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi

ana yield to the Senator from Ohio? 
Mr. LONG. Does the Senator wish to suggest the absence 

of a quorum? 
Mr. FESS. Yes. 
Mr. LONG. I yield for that purpose. 
Mr. FESS. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen

ators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Couzens Johnson 
Austin Cutting Kendrick 
Bailey Dale Keyes 
Bankhead Davis King 
Barbour Dickinson La Follette 
Barkley Dill Logan 
Bingham Fess Long 
Black Fletcher McGill 
Blaine Frazier McKellar 
Borah George McNary 
Bratton Glass Metcalf 
Broussard Glenn Moses 
Bulkley Goldsborough Neely 
Bulow Gore Norbeck 
Byrnes Grammer Norris 
Capper Hale Nye 
Caraway Harrison Oddie 
Carey Hastings Patterson 
Cohen Hatfield Pittman 
Connally Hayden Reynolds 
Coolidge Heben · Robinson, Ark. 
Copeland Howell Robinson, Ind. 
Costigan Hull Schall 

Schuyler 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Swanson • 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. MOSES. I desire to announce that the senior Sena
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] is absent from the Senate 
because of illness. I ask that this announcement may stand 
for the day. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. · I have been requested to announce 
that the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD] is 
unavoidably absent. I ask that this announcement may 
stand for the day. 

I also desire to announce that the senior Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] is detained from the Senate on ac
count of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

SENATOR FROM GEORGIA 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, Hon. RICHARD B. RussE.LL, 

Jr., Senator elect, succeeding the late William J. Harris as a 
Senator from the State of Georgia, is present in the Cham
ber and ready to take the oath. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Senator elect come for
ward and be sworn. The credentials have already been 
read and placed on file. 

Mr. RussELL, escorted by Mr. GEORGE, advanced to the 
Vice Presic;lent's desk; and the oath having been adminis
tered to him, he took his seat in the Senate. 

COLUMBIA INSTITUTION FOR THE DEAF 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In accordance with section 4863 
of the Revised Statutes, the Chair appoints the Senator 
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from New York [Mr. CoPELAND] as a director of the Colum
bia Institution for the Deaf, to fill the vacancy caused by 
the death of Hon. Wesley L. Jones, late a Senator from the 
State of Washington. 

VISITORS TO NAVAL ACADEMY 
The VICE PRESIDENT. In accordance with the pro

visions of the act of August 29, 1916, the Chair appoints 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. SWANSON], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. GoLDSBOROUGH], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH], and the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ScHUYLER] as members of the Board of Visitors on the 
part of the Senate to visit the United States Naval Academy 
at Annapolis, Md. 

Under the law the chairman of the Committee on Naval 
Affairs of the Senate, the Senator from California [Mr. 
SHORTRIDGE], is an ex officio member of the Board of 
Visitors. 

FINAL ASCERTAINMENT OF ELECTORS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 

from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of the certificates of the Governors of the States of 
Alabama, Arizona, California, Connecticut, Iowa, Missis
sippi, Missouri, Montana, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, 
Utah, Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia of the final 
ascertainment of electors for President and Vice President 
in their respective States at the election of November 8, 
1932, which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a letter from the Acting 
Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies 
of the certificates of the Governors of the States of Florida, 
Idaho, Kentucky, Nebraska, New Jersey, North Dakota, 
South Carolina, South Dakota, and Wyoming of the final 
ascertainment of electors for President and Vice President 
in their respective States at the election of November 8, 
1932, which were ordered to lie on the table. 
REPORT OF GEORGETOWN BARGE, DOCK, ELEVATOR & RAILWAY CO. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from Hamilton & Hamilton, attorneys, Washington, D. C., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual report of the 
Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator & Railway Co. for the 
year ended December 31, 1932, which, with the accompany
ing report, was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

SENATOR FROM NORTH CAROLINA 
Mr. BAILEY presented the credentials of RoBERT R. 

REYNOLDS, chosen a Senator from the State of North Caro
lina for the term commencing on the 4th day of March, 1933, 
which were read and ordered to be placed on file, as follows: 

ExECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
STATE OF NoRTH CAROLINA. 

To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES: 
This is to certify that on the 8th day of November, 1932, RoBERT 

R. REYNOLDS was duly chosen by the qualified electors of the State 
of North Carolina a Senator from said State to represent said 
State in the Senate of the United States for a term of six years, 
beginning on the 4th day of March, 1933. 

Witness: His excellency our governor, 0. Max Gardner, and our 
seal hereto affixed at Raleigh, this the 16th day of December, A. D. 
1932. 

By the governor: 
(SEAL.) 

0. MAX GARDNER, 
Governor. 

J. A. HARTNESS, 
Secretary of State. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of 

Newton, Kans., praying for the repeal of the tax on bank 
checks, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. GRAMMER presented a resolution adopted by the 
auxiliary to American Legion Post No.9, of Spokane, Wash., 
protesting against proposed cuts in amounts to be appro
priated for veterans' benefits, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions of members of the Clear Lake 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union and also sundry citi
zens of Seattle, all in the State of Washington, praying for 
the retention of the eighteenth amendment to the Constitu-

tion and the national prohibition law, which were referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. COPELAND presented a memorial of sundry citizens 
of the State of New York, remonstrating against the repeal 
of the eighteenth amendment of the Constitution or the 
repeal or modification of the national prohibition act, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Wyoming 
County Pomona Grange, Gainesville, N. Y., favoring the 
strict enforcement of the eighteenth amendment to the Con
stitution and opposing the return of light wines and beer, 
which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of 
local branches of the Dairymen's League Cooperative Asso
ciation, of Cortland County, N. Y., favoring the passage of 
legislation to change the present monetary ratio and basis 
so as to effect reflation of the currency, which was referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

He also presented a letter in the nature of a memorial 
from the medical staff of the Emergency Hospital, Buffalo, 
N. Y., remonstrating against "wasteful extravagance" in 
the building and maintenance of Government hospitals for 
the care of veterans, and stating "that civilian hospitals 
now operating and fully equipped can amply accommodate 
all veterans in need of hospital care," and also remonstrating 
against the granting of pensions or compensation to veter
ans for disability not connected with the service, which was 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE-TRAINING OF RESERVE OFFICERS 
Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I am in receipt of a letter 

from the Chamber of Commerce of Duluth, Minn., inclosing 
their recommendations on national defense. I ask that it be 
printed in the RECORD and referred to the appropriate com
mittee. 

I am also in receipt of a letter from Lieut. Mansfield W. 
Nelson, president of the Duluth chapter of the Reserve Offi
cers' Association of the United States, Duluth, Minn., which 
I ask be printed in the RECORD and referred to the com
mittee. 

There being no objection, the matter was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. THOMAs D. ScHALL, 

DULUTH CHAMBER. OF COMMERCE, 
Duluth, Minn., January 6, 1933. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR MR. ScHALL: At the last meeting of the board of direc

tors of the Duluth Chamber of Commerce the inclosed recom
mendations on national defense were presented to it by the 
national defense committee of our organization. The board did 
not feel capable of passing on the demands of these recommenda
tions, but definitely went on record in favor of an adequate 
national-defense policy generally consistent with the national de
fense act. 

I have been requested to pass this action along to you for your 
guidance and information as to our attitude on the national
defense question. 

Yours very truly, 
DULUTH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
J. R. PRATT, Secretary. 

To: The national defense committee of the Duluth Chamber of 
Commerce. 

From: Special committee appointed by Vice Chairman Reed for 
recommendation on the civilian national-defense program. 
Your committee recommends the following outline for a legis

lative program to be urged for immediate action by the directors 
of the chamber of commerce: 

(a) Sufficient appropriations to provide for and maintain a Reg
ular Army of not less than 14,000 officers and 165,000 enlisted men; 

(b) Sufficient appropriations to build and maintain a Navy of 
treaty strength with full complements of officers and men; 

(c) Sufficient appropriations to provide 48 armory drills and 
15-day field training for the National Guard, and further to in
crease the man power of the National Guard to 210,000 officers 
and enlisted men, as provided in the national defense act; 

(d) Sufficient appropriations to provide 14-day active-duty 
training with pay for not less than 23,000 members of the Officers' 
Reserve Corps during the fiscal year 1933-34. Active-duty train
ing to be increased by 3,000 reserve officers each year until the 
maximum of 32,000 reserve officers are ordered to 14-day active
duty training camps annually; 

(e) Sufficient appropriations to provide 48 pay drills and 15-day 
·active-duty training for all members of the Fleet Navy Res~rv~ 
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and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve and 15-day training for 20 per 
cent of Volunteer Naval Reserve officers; 

(f) Sufficient appropriations to graduate 8,000 Reserve omcers' 
Training Corps cadets into the Officers' Reserve Corps annually, 
together with the required (six weeks) amount of active-duty field 
training; 

(g) Sufficient appropriations to provide 30-day training for not 
less than 40,000 trainees at citizens' military training camps 
annually; and 

(h) Sufficient appropriations to provide annually for the na
tional ri:fie matches at Camp Perry and aid to civilian ri:fie clubs. 

DULUTH CHAPTER, RESERVE OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Duluth, Minn., January 6, 1933. 
Bon. THOMAS D. SCHALL, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SENAToR: Duluth Chapter, Reserve Officers Association 

of the United States, desires to refute the charges understood to 
emanate from the Hon. Ross CoLLINS, of Mississippi, chairman 
of the Military Atfairs Committee of the House, to effect that 
reserve officers with World War experience will be physically unfit 
for service in the event of an emergency; and that, therefore, 
funds expended for their training are wasted. 

Congressman CoLLINs overlooks the fact that reserve officers 
who receive such training are each required to pass a physical 
examination at the time they report for duty at the training 
camps. If any particular officer is in the " superannuated class," 
he w1ll be automatically eliminated and no funds will be expended 
for his training. 

I am inclosing herewith the biographies of a few typical reserve 
officers of this city to indicate to you what manner of citizens 
and taxpayers of this country are interested in this phase of our 
national-defense program. I hope that they may be of some 
assistance to you in counteracting the vicious and false propa
ganda that is being circulated with reference to the business and 
professional men of our country who are willing to give of their 
time and effort for the sake of national defense. 

We will be glad to furnish you with more data if you so desire. 
In these troubled times, when the peace of the world is at stake, 
when foreign countries dare to openly repudiate their just debts to 
the United States, it would seem a poor time to tear down what 
little vestige of national defense that we still have left. Stand 
by the good old United States of America. We are counting on 
you. 

Respectfully yours, 
MANSFIELD W. NELSON, 

First Lieutenant, Coast Artillery Reserve, President. 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES OF TYPICAL RESERVE OFFICERS OF DULUTH, 
MINN. 

(A) Officers with World War experience 
1. Tenney, Frank C., lieutenant colonel Coast Artillery Reserve, 

vice president of the Tenney Co., grain commission merchants, 
Minneapolis and Duluth. Born at Minneapolis, Minn., November 
13, 1883. Attended Lawrenceville school. Graduate of Harvard, 
Class of 1907. Following graduation, entered grain commission 
business in Minneapolis, organizing his own company in 1909. In 
1914 he moved to Duluth as vice president of the company. In 
1924 he became interested in the Clifton Manufacturing Co., man
ufacturers of rubber goods, at Boston, Mass. Was president of 
that corporation from 1924 to 1929, when the business was disposed 
of. During this period he divided his time between Duluth and 
Boston. Actively interested in civic affairs as member of various 
committees of Duluth Chamber of Commerce. Entered Second 
Officers Training Camp tn 1917. Commissioned first lieutenant 
Coast Artillery and sailed for France in December, 1917. As an 
officer with the One hundred and third Trench Mortar Battery, 
Twenty-eighth Division, he took part in the Meuse-Argonne and 
Ypres-Lys drives. Promoted to captain, Coast Artillery Corps, No
vember 2, 1918. Returned to United States March, 1919. Dis
charged March 15, 1919. Commissioned captain, Coast Artillery 
Reserve, April 22, 1919. Promoted to major March 25, 1922, and 
to lleutenant colonel April, 1930. Has served as executive officer 
of the Nine hundred and fifty-fifth Coast Artlllery (AA) Reserve 
Regiment since its organization, and has had active duty and 
training with his regiment in the summer camps of 1929, 1930, 
and 1932. Is now enrolled in the command and general staff ex
tension courses. In 1932 passed the medical examination for 
training camp, indicating physical fitness in all ways to carry on 
active duty. 

2. Knight, William, major, Engineer Reserve, manager and engi
neer, northwest district of the Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co. 
Major Knight is 52 years of age, and has many years of experience 
in his profession as an engineer both in the United States and in 
foreign countries. Commissioned from the State of Alabama as 
captain, corps of Engineers, August 31, 1917. Received training at 
Fort Leavenworth Engineer School. Assigned to and served with 
the Three hundred and tenth Engineers, Eighty-fifth Division, 
throughout the entire period of the World War. His service over
seas was in France and with the North Russia expedition. He 
served 14 months with his outfit in the Archangel district. Com
missioned major, Engineer Reserve, April 30, 1925, and has had 
frequent tours of active duty at Fort Logan, Colo., where the ele
vation is 9,000 feet. The elevation is men~ioned only to point out 

that if he can pass the required physical tests at that station lt 
is presumed that he could pass the prescribed physical examina
tion at any other post in the country. 

3. Butler, Gordon H .. major, Engineer Reserve, general manager 
Polaris Concrete Manufacturing Co., of Duluth, Minn. 

Born Scipio, Ind., February 10, 1889. Graduated from Purdue 
University, civil engineering, in class of 1913. His experience as 
an engineer has been with the Engineer Corps, Pennsylvania Rail
road, American Bridge Co., Interstate Commerce Commission. He 
has supervised construction work on various railroads, including 
timber, steel, and reinforced-concrete docks for handling iron ore, 
coal, and merchandise for Lake Superior boat traffic. For the past 
five years has been engaged in the manufacture of reinforced
concrete products. Membership: American Concrete Institute, 
American Society of Military Engineers, Duluth Engineer Club, 
Duluth Automobile Club, Ridgeview Golf Club, St. Paul Athletic 
Club, Duluth Chamber of Commerce, Reserve Officers Association, 
American Legion, and the Masonic order. Appointed as an officer 
in 1917, at the outbreak of the World War. Served with Eighty
eighth Division from time of organization until formation of 
Seventh Army Corps in France, to which transfer was made in 
November, 1918. Overseas service from July, 1918, to August, 
1919. Served in France, Belgium, Germany, and England. Dis
charged August 15, 1919. Helped organize Duluth Chapter, Re
serve Officers Association, and served as its president two years. 
Attended summer camps seven different years at Fort Snelling, 
Minn., Fort Des Moines, Iowa, and Fort Riley, Kans. At all camp 
periods the regular physical examinations were conducted, indicat
ing physical fitness. 

4. Mack, Stanley L., captain, Infantry Reserve, clerk of munici
pal court, Duluth, Minn. 

Born New Auburn, Wis., December 9, 1889. Graduated from 
Eau Claire (Wis.) High School, 1907. News writer at various times 
on staffs of Eau Claire Leader, St. Paul Daily News, Superior 
Telegram, and Duluth Herald from 1908 to 1921. Enlisted as 
private, Machine Gun Company, Third Minnesota Infantry, July, 
1917. Attended Third Officers' Training Camp and was commis
sioned second lieutenant, Infantry (M. G.}, and served during 
remainder of the war with various machine-gun outfits. Over
seas service with Twelfth Machine Gun Battalion, Fourth Division. 
After armistice selected by general headquarters as representative 
of Duluth Herald to make special tour over battlefields and areas 
occupied by American Expeditionary Force as one of 600 news
paper writers so honored. Returned to civil life July, 1919, re
joining staff of Duluth Herald. Appointed clerk of municipal 
court of the city of Duluth in April, 1921. Commissioned first 
lieutenant, Infantry Reserve, Octob~r 7, 1919. Promoted .to cap
tain, Infantry Reserve, November 16, 1922. Has attended several 
summer camps at Fort Snelling, Minn., and Bismarck, N. Dak., 
and for past four years has served as instructor at citizens' mili
tary training camps. Has had no difficulty in passing the required 
physical examination for active field duty. 

5. Dresser, Elbert H., captain, Engineer Reserve, vice president 
and chief engineer Duluth, Missabe & Northern Railway Co., 
Duluth, Minn. 

Captain Dresser is 54 years of age, a graduate of Rensselaer 
Polytechnic Institute, and a member of various civic and technical 
organizations. Entered service as captain of Engineers August, 
1918. 

6. F. S. Crawford, captain, Chemical Warfare Service Reserve. 
Born August 14, 1889, in Pittsburgh, Pa., now 43 years of age. Edu
cation: Graduate Carnegie Institute of Technology, 1913. Degree: 
Bachelor of science in mining engineering. Experience: Copper 
miner in Arizona 1913 to 1916; private, corporal, sergeant, Na
tional Guard of Pennsylvania; Mexican border service, 1916 to 
1917; first lieutenant, captain, Seventy-ninth Division, Three hun
dred and fifteenth Infantry, 1917 to 1919; overseas July, 1918, to 
April, 1919; Meuse-Argonne offensive September-November, 1918; 
discharged June, 1919; reserve officer, August 1919-1924 and 1927-
1933; engineer, United States Bureau of Mines, 1919-20, mining 
division; W. J. Rainey Coal Co., 1920-1923; Hudson Coal Co., 
1923-1927; salesman, 1927-28; United States Bureau of Mines, 
1928-1932, safety division; district engineer, United States Bureau 
of Mines, Duluth, Minn.; clubs and member Duluth Engineers 
Club, Duluth Automobile Club. 

Associations: Masonic Fraternity, Reserve Officers' Association, 
American Legion, Delta Upsilon Fraternity (National Collegiate). 

Physical condition: Excellent. Attended active duty 1931 and 
satisfactorily passed all physical requirements. 

(B) Officers without World War experience 
1. Nelson, Mansfield W., first lieutenant, Coast Artillery Re

serve; salesman, Big Duluth Clothing Co., Duluth, Minn. 
Born at Duluth, Minn., in 1903. Attended University of Minne

sota and Georgetown University. Graduated from School of For
eign Service in Washington, D. C., in 1928. In 1926 he received 
commission as second lieutenant in the Infantry Reserve and in 
1932 was transferred to the Coast Artillery Corps; he has served 
two active-duty tours and is a member of the board of officers to 
conduct practical examination for promotion to next higher grade. 
He is vice president of the Duluth Chapter, Reserve Officers' Asso
ciation, and locally interested in Young Men's Christian Associa
tion activities; is a swimming instructor on the board of life
saving examiners. 

2. White, Robert, first lieutenant, Coast Artillery Reserve; 
salesman for Sanitary Service Co., Duluth, Minn. 

Lieutenant White received his commission in 1918 at Camp 
Hancock, Ga., serving as machine-gun instructor until 1919. He 
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1s in possession of a certificate of capacity as captain. He 1s 35 
years of age and active in local civic affairs. 

3. Martini, Edwin A., second lieutenant, Infantry Reserve; at
torney at law, Duluth, Minn. 

Born at Duluth, Minn., August, 1904. Attended grade school 
and high school at Duluth, Minn.; received bachelor of arts de
gree at University of Minnesota in 1927 and bachelor .of l~ws de
gree at University of Minnesota in 1930. While at umvers1ty was 
cadet colonel. Received commission in reserve in 1930 and has 
attended three summer training camps attached to citizens' mili
tary training camps. 

Lieutenant Martini is a member of the board of directors of the 
Young Men's Christian Association and Duluth Chapter, Reserve 
Officers' Association, member of St. Pauls Evangelical Church, 
member of Masonic orders, member of Riverside Golf Club, 
member of Minnesota Bar Association, and State secretary-treas
urer of Reserve Officers' Association of United States. 

4. Peyton, Hamilton Stewart, second lieutenant, Coast Artil
lery Reserve; assistant trust officer of Minnesota National Bank, 
Duluth, Minn. 

Born December 15, 1903, at Duluth, Minn. Matriculated at Cen
tral High School in Duluth and Philip's Exeter Academy in New 
Hampshire, and graduated from Princeton University in 1926. 

Lieutenant Peyton is a member of Duluth Chamber of Com
merce, Kitchi Gammi Club, and Reserve Officers' Association. 

5. Simon, John 0., second lieutenant, Cavalry Reserve; super
intendent of bureau of identification, Duluth police department, 
Duluth, Minn. 

Born in 1894, served four years with Michigan State police, and 
for two years was superintendent of bureau of identification at 
Marquette Prison. Has been nine years engaged in his present 
position. At the present time is a director of the Interna~ional 
Association for Identification, of which he is State vice pres1dent. 
He is a member of Masonic bodies, secretary of Duluth Chapter, 
Reserve Officers' Association, and a member of the Minnesota State 
Police Association. 

6. Arneson, Patrick, second lieutenant, Coast Artillery Reserve. 
Born in 1907. Received commission at University of North Da

kota, from which he graduated in 1930, and at present holds a 
certificate of capacity of first lieutenant. At the present time he 
is employed by Travelers Insurance Co. 

INCREASED CHARGE ON PASSPORTS TO FRANCE 
Mr. DAVIS presented a letter from the recording secre

tary of the Taxpayers' League of Meadville, Pa., inclosing 
resolutions adopted by the Crawford County Taxpayers' 
League, which, with the accompanying resolutions, was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

MEADVILLE, PA., January 8, 1933. 
Senator JAMES J. DAVIS, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
SIR : The inclosed resolution was passed by the Crawford County 

Taxpayers' League and concurred in by the Meadville city league 
at their regular monthly meeting held Tuesday, January 3, 1933. 
I am forwarding a copy to you as directed. 

Very truly yours, 
W. M. LowMAN, Recording Secretary. 

Whereas over 30,000 citizens of the United States of America are 
residing in France, thus avoiding all indirect taxes paid by the 
American public, and whereas the Republic has been for several 
years discriminating unjustly against products of this country, 
and on December 15, 1932, while having the second largest supply 
of gold in the world, failed to. make payment of approximately 
$20,000,000 due the United States; and 

Whereas this default means an additional tax of $1 to every 
family in this country: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Crawford County Taxpayers' League request 
our Representatives in Congress to favor legislation required to 
place a charge by the United States of America of $100 for the 
issuance or renewal of a passport to France, plus an additional 
charge of $5 per day for each day a citizen of this country holding 
!:>uch passport shall remain in France; be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be read in all local taxpayers' 
leagues in this county and that copies be sent to Senators DAVID 
REED and JAMES J. DAVIS, to Representative MILTON W. SHREEVE, to 
Representative-elect Charles N. Crossby, and also to the Ameri
can Taxpayers' League (Inc.), of Washington, D. C., with a request 
that it keep this league advised regarding all official acts of ~he 
two Pennsylvania Senators and the Representative from this dis
trict on questions pertaining to debts of other nations due to the 
United States of America. · 

REPEAL OF EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent to have inserted in the RECORD the following 
documents: 

The r~port submitted to the Senate by the Committee 
on the Judiciary on January 6 on the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 211) proposing repeal of the eighteenth amend
ment to the Constitution. 

In connection with that report, I ask to have printed in 
the REcoRD statements of objections to the text of the reso-

lution proposing the repeal of the eighteenth amendment 
from two of the leading and most active organizations in 
the country who have long been advocating the repeal of 
the eighteenth amendment. These organizations are the 
Constitutional Liberty League, with headquarters in Boston, 
and the Association Against the Prohibition Amendment. 

I ask that these three documents be printed in the 
RECORD, one following the other, for the edification of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COUZENS in the chair). 
Without objection, that will be done. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
Mr. BLAINE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted 

the following report to accompany Senate Joint Resolution 211: 
The Committee on the Judiciary, having had under considera

tion the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 211) proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States relative to the eight
eenth amendment, reports the same favorably to the Senate and 
recommends that the resolution do pass, with the following 
amendment: 

Strike out all after the resolving clause and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"That the following article is hereby proposed as an amend
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States: 

"'ARTICLE-
" ' SECTION 1. The eighteenth article of amendment to the Con

stitution of the United States is hereby repealed. 
"'SEc. 2. The transportation or importation into any State, 

Territory, or possession of the United States for delivery or use 
therein of intoxicating liquors, in violation of the laws thereof, is 
hereby prohibited. 

"'SEc. 3. Congress shall have concurrent power to regulate or 
prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors to be drunk on the prem
ises where sold. 

"'SEC. 4. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have 
been ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legis
latures of the several States, as provided in the Constitution, 
within seven years from the date of the submission hereof to the 
States by the Congress.' " 

Han. DAvm I. WALSH, 

CONSTITUTIONAL LIBERTY LEAGUE, 
Boston, Mass., January 9, 1933. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR WALSH: The text of the resolution proposing 

an amendment to the eighteenth amendment as reported by the 
Senate Judiciary Subcommittee has recently been published, with 
the statement that this resolution will be speedily considered by 
the full committee and that the proposal will then be given the 
right of way in the Senate. Section 3 of the proposed amendment 
provides that "Congress shall have concurrent power to regulate 
or prohibit the sale of intoxicating liquors to be drunk on the 
premises where sold," and the resolution also proposes that the 
amendment shall be referred to State legislatures instead of to 
State conventions for ratification. To these two provisions we are 
unalterably opposed. 

We think also that section 2, prohibiting the importation o! 
liquor into States for use therein contrary to their laws, is objec
tionable in form. We should have no serious quarrel with a pro
vision expressly conferring on Congress the power to deal with 
that subject, which the court has held they now b.ave under tb~ 
commerce clause, but prohibitions, in our opinion, do not belong 
in the Constitution, and this continuation of the language of the 
eighteenth amendment is peculiarly offensive. 

Massachusetts has placed itself squarely on record by the de
cisive ·referendum vote in 1928 for repeal of the eighteenth amend
ment. The Democratic platform adopted last summer declared for 
outright repeal, and the Democratic national ticket carried Massa
chusetts in November by a substantial majority. A resolution 
calling for straight repeal recently failed by only 6 votes of passing 
the National House of Representatives by a two-thirds majority. 

The proposal that Congress should be given the power to super
vise the sale of liquor was put into the Republican platform after 
a prolonged controversy and against the views of many of the 
delegates. It was not approved by Republicans in Massachusetts. 
This is substantially the plan now proposed for the solution o! 
the national prohibition problem. 

This plan is vicious in principle in that it continues Federal 
domination over a matter of domestic concern, takes from the 
States rights and responsibilities which properly belong to them, 
and deprives the people of their right of local self-government, 
once described by the late President Coolidge as "one of our most 
precious possessions." It is more vicious even than the eighteenth 
amendment itself in that respect, for under that amendment the 
power of the Federal Government was to be exercised to suppress 
an outlawed traffic, while under the new scheme liquor is to be 
restored as a lawful commodity, but the right of the people of 
one section of the country to control the use of that commodity 
in such manner as they deem proper and most effective is to be 
subjected to regulations and prohibitions imposed by the people 
of other sections to force conformance with their ideas of moral. 
social, and economic welfare. 
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It has commonly been said that the eighteenth amendment was 

adopted too hastily and with too little forethought as to its prac
tical results. Little prescience now is required to see that this 
amendment, if ratified, would bear similar evils in its train. Pro
hibition of the sale of liquor to be drunk on the premises prac
tically would confine its consumption to the home. The speak
easy would continue to flourish, the illegal traffic in liquor would 
still be large and lucrative, and the criminal class supported by 
it would not cease to menace the foundations of our Government. 
The possibilities of conflict and confusion in attempts by State 
and national authority, in the exercise of their concurrent power, 
to regulate the distribution and sale of liquor would be greater 
than at present. The issue would continue to harass Congress and 
the problem would remain unsolved. 

It is of the greatest importance that the States should have re
turned to them the exclusive power to deal with this problem in 
accordance with local needs, and in such a way as to receive the 
support of local public opinion. Our dual form of government, 
" an indestructible Union composed of indestructible States," has 
provided us with 48 laboratories, from which, through the process 
of experimentation and improvement, the best system for each 
community may finally be devised. We may be certain that one 
uniform system will not suit the varying conditions in our diversi
fied country. 

The proposal that the amendment should be referred to State 
legislatures comes as a complete surprise. We had supposed that 
the plan of referring this question, so important in its relation to 
the fundamental principles of the Constitution, to conventions of 
the people meeting in the several States had received practically 
unanimous support. 

The people of Massachusetts have shown clearly that they favor 
repeal and not modification of the eighteenth amendment; that 
they regard the handling of the liquor problem as an internal affair 
of the State; and that they resent Federal interference in the 
matter. We trust that the Senators from Massachusetts will ap
prove and accept these views, and that they will vote against the 
resolution now proposed, or any other containing similar provi
sions. We intend to do everything in our power to oppose any such 
amendment before Congress and to prevent its ratification if it 
should ever be submitted to this State for approval. 

Respectfully yours, 
CHARLES S. RACKEMANN, President. 

AssOCIATION AGAINST THE PROHIBITION AMENDMENT, 
• Washington, D. a., January 7, 1933. 

DEAR SENATOR WALSH: I am taking the liberty of sending you 
herewith an analysis by Jouett Shouse of the resolution for modi
fication of the eighteenth amendment, now pending before the 
Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 

Personal regards and best wishes. 
Yours for the great uplift, 

BoB BARRY, Vice President. 
The Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. a. 

AsSOCIATION AGAINST THE PROHIBITION AMENDMENT, 
Washington, D. a. 

Jouett Shouse, president of the Association Against the Prohi
bition Amendment, in commenting upon the provisions of the 
resolution to amend the eighteenth amendment which the sub
committee of the Senate Judiciary Committee agreed upon Janu· 
ary 5, made the following statement: 

"The form of resolution reported out by the subcommittee of 
the Judiciary Committee of the Senate represents proposed amend
ment of the eighteenth amendment rather than repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment. It embodies a provision for protection of 
so-called dry territory, it gives Congress concurrent power to pre• 
vent the saloon, and it proposes that action toward ratification 
shall be taken by legislatures. 

"Those who believe in an orderly process of prohibition reform 
have no objection, in so far as I know, to affording every proper 
measure of security to States which do not want liquor sold within 
their borders. If to accomplish this purpose it were necessary that 
further constitutional power be given, there would be every justi~ 
fication for this portion of the resolution. As a matter of fact, 
however, the Supreme Court has upheld the right of Congress, as 
exemplified by the Webb-Kenyon law, to prevent the importation 
of liquor into any State where the State laws of such State pro· 
hibit such importation. As recently as last May in a unanimous 
opinion the Supreme Court declared that the Webb-Kenyon law 
has not been affected in even the most remote way by the adoption 
of the eighteenth amendment or the enactment of legislation 
interpretative thereof, and that if the eighteenth amendment 
should be repealed, the Webb-Kenyon law would still stand in full 
force and effect. 

"Even so authoritative an advocate of prohibition as Senator 
BoRAH, of Idaho, in the course of debate !n the Senate on July 16 
last, gave utterance to the following significant statement: 

"'Congress has that power [to prevent shipment of alcoholic 
beverages into so-called dry States], or will have it just as soon 
as the eighteenth amendment shall be repealed. The provision 
adds nothing whatever to it. • • • Nothing 1n the decision 
relative to the Webb-Kenyon Act would in any way det!"act from 
that power as expressed in the inte:J:State commerce clause.' 

"It would thus appear that any furthec steps looking to the 
protection of dry States are wholly unnecessary and repre~rent 

merely a repetition of what ts already embodied. 1n the organic 
law of the land. But U such dry States will have a greater sense 
of security by a repetition of provisions such as that under dis
cussion, certainly there is no particular objection thereto. 

"The attempt to give Congress concurrent power to prevent the 
saloon is, however, a very different proposal. There are a large 
number of thoughtful people in this country who care nothing 
about liquor as such but who are intensely opposed to the eight
eenth amendment because of the police power embodied in it and 
because of the invasion of State rights represented by it. True, 
if concurrent power to prohibit the saloon were given Congress 
such power might not be exercised by Congress. If it were not, 
however, would we not be faced with continual political agitation 
in the attempt to induce Congress to exercise that power? If, on 
the other hand, under the constitutional provision, Congress 
should pass legislation attempting to prohibit the saloon, would 
we not be bedeviled continuously by the same unfortunate situa
tion which has prevailed since the ratification of the eighteenth 
amendment and the enactment of the Volstead Act? 

" The liquor problem has got to be handled either by the Federal 
Government or by the different States. If the Federal Govern
ment is to handle it two courses are open: (1) To let the eight
eenth amendment stand with its attempt at nation-wide prohi
bition, or, (2) to pass legislation providing a form of Federal 
liquor control, thus depriving the States of any voice in the mat
ter. If the problem is to be turned back to the States, then 
there must not be the attempt at the exercise of Federal juris
diction over any part of it except in the proper matter of excise 
taxes. There must be definite, clear-cut action one way or the 
other if utter confUSion is to be avoided. 

"The conventions of the two major political parties la.c;;t June 
in their platform planks dealing with prohibition both prescribed 
that the question of repeal or modification in whatever form it 
might take should be referred for ratification, not to the legis
latures of the various States but to conventions 1n the various 
States. The declaration on this point was clear and unequivocal 
alike in both platforms. It would seem, therefore, wholly im
probable that the Congress in submitting the resolution would 
fiaunt these specific platform promises and would refer it for 
action to legislatures instead of to conventions. 

" The reasons for seeking disposition by conventions in the 
States are manifold. Numerous factors enter into the choice of 
members of the legislatures. They have multiplied duties to 
perform connected altogether with State affairs. In the per
sonnel of legislatures elected last November it 1s questionable 
whether in a single instance the views of respective candidates 
in the matter of repeal of the eighteenth amendment were con
sidered. There was no thought that the legislatures then created 
would be called upon to pass upon this purely Federal question. 
To the contrary, it was well understood that any proposal relat
ing to the eighteenth amendment would be referred to conven
tions in the States. Moreover, it is obvious that the only method 
whereby popular expression on this proposition, which deals so 
intimately with the life and habits of · the people, could be had 
is through the convention method of ratification. To deny oppor· 
tunity for such popular expression, particularly in view of the 
platform pledges of both parties, could be justified only on the 
assumption that a platform pledge is a scrap of paper and that 
Members of the National Congress are neither infiuenced by nor 
accountable to the electorate for whose benefit party platforms 
are written. 

"If, as is believed, the result of the last election gave evidence 
of the attitude of the voters on the question of prohibition, then 
the preponderant sentiment of the people of the United States 
favors outright and unqualified repeal, the resolution providing 
therefor to be submitted to conventions in the several States. 
This was the language of the Democratic platform adopted by an 
overwhelming majority in the Democratic convention and in
dorsed alike by the largest popular vote and by the largest elec· 
toral vote in the history of our country. 

" The resolution offered in the House on the opening day of 
the present session, which failed by only 6 votes to secure the 
two-thirds majority necessary, embodied honestly and frankly 
the repeal position of the Democratic platform. It is to be 
hoped that Congress may recognize the direct mandate from the 
people to submit the resolution in that form for action by con-
ventions in the seve~al States.'' · 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

Mr. DALE, from the Committee on Civil Service, to which 
was referred the bill {8. 5294) to amend the act of May 
29, 1930, for the retirement of employees in the classified 
civil service, reported it with an amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1041) thereon. 

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill <H. R. 2065) for the relief of the Great 
Western Coal Mines Co., reported it without amendment 
and submitted a report (No. 1048) thereon. 

Mr. HOWELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
w.as referred the bill <S. 967) for the relief of the American 
Bonding Co., of Baltimore, reported it with an amendment 
and submitted a report <No. 1049) thereon. 
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He also, from the same committee, to which were referred 

the following bills, reported them severally without amend
ment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 610. An act for the relief of the Anderson-Tully Co. 
<Rept. No. 1050); 

S. 2680. An act for the relief of Harry E. Blomgren <Rept. 
No. 1051); 

S. 4286. An act to authorize credit in the disbursing ac
count of Donna M. Davis <Rept. No. 1052) ; 

s. 4287. An act for the relief of Harold W. Merrin <Rept. 
No. 1053); 

s. 5203. An act for the relief of the Harvey Canal Ship 
Yard & Machiile Shop <Rept. No. 1054); 

s. 5204. An act for the relief of the Texas Power & Light 
Co. CRept. No. 1055) ; 

s. 5205. An act for the relief of the Great Falls Meat Co., 
of Great· Falls, Mont. CRept. No. 1056) ; 

s. 5207. An act for the relief of Rose Gillespie, Joseph 
Anton Dietz, and Manuel M. Wiseman, as trustee of the 
estate of Louis Wiseman, deceased CRept. No. 1057); and 

s. 5208. An act for the relief of Mary Byrkett Sinks (Rept. 
No. 1058). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani

mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 
By Mr. DAVIS: 
A bill CS. 5392) to authorize the Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation to make loans to aid in financing projects for 
the construction of sewerage systems or sewage-disposal 
works; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: 
A bill CS. 5393) for the relief of Grady D, Coleman <with 

accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
By Mr. METCALF: 
A bill (S. 5394) to 'amend section 57 of the act entitled 

"An act to establish a uniform system of bankruptcy through
out the United States," approved July 1, 1898, as amended 
and supplemented, with respect to proof and allowance of 
claims by trustees for bondholders; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 
A bill CS. 5395) to amend the civil service retirement act 

of May 29, 1930, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Civil Service. 

By Mr. SCHALL: 
A bill cs. 5396) granting a pension to Della M. C. Rudolph; 

to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 
A bill CS. 5397) to confer the degree of bachelor of science 

upon graduates of the Naval Academy; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas: 
A bill CS. 5398) to extend the time for filing claims under 

the settlement of war claims act of 1928, and for other pur
poses <with an accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana: 
A bill CS. 5399) granting an increase of pension to Neta 

Lyle (with accompanying papers) ; and 
A bill CS. 5400) granting an increase of pension to George

anna Phillinger <with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
A bill CS. 5401) to establish a commercial airport for the 

District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS 
Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to 

be proposed by him to House bill 13872, the Agricultural 
Department appropriation bill, in the item for naval stores 
investigations, which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed, as follows: 

On page 53, line 19, strike out the following: "Provided, That no 
part of this appropriation shall be expended for the erection of 
buildings" and insert in lieu thereof "Pr.ovided, That not more 
than $10,000 of this appropriation shall be expended for the 
erection of buildings." 

Mr. DALE submitted an amendment intended to be pro
posed by him to House bill 13520, the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments appropriation bill, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed, as follows: 

On page 75, line 13, to insert immediately before the period a 
comma and the following: .. but shall not include payments out 
of any retirement, disability, or relief fund made up wholly or 
in part of contributions of employees." 

REPEAL OF THE EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT-PROffiBITION 
Mr. BRATTON submitted an amendment intended to be 

proposed by him to the joint resolution CS. J. Res. 211) pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed, as follows: 

On page 3, line 2 (in the committee amendment), to strike out 
the words " the legislatures of " and insert in lieu thereof the 
words "conventions in." 

FEDERAL AID TO STATES IN MATTER OF INDIAN LANDS NOT SUBJECT 
TO STATE TAXATION 

Mr. FRAZIER submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
322) , which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Indian Affairs, or any subcom
mittee thereof, authorized by Senate Resolution No. 282, agreed to 
June 25, 1930, to investigate the relationship between the Federal 
Government and those of the several States wherein are located 
Indian reservations or unallotted tribal lands, or any other Indian 
lands not subject to taxation by such States or political subdivi
sions thereof, with a view of developing a plan by which the Fed
eral Government may contribute fairly ·and equitably toward the 
expenses of governmental activities in said States, hereby is author
ized to expend from the contingent fund of the Senate $500 in 
addition to the amounts heretofore authorized for such purposes. 

SURVEY OF INDIAN CONDITIONS 
Mr. FRAZIER submitted the following resolution <S. Res. 

323), which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs: 
Resolved, That Senate Resolution No. 79, agreed to February 2, 

1928, and continued by subsequent resolutions, authorizing the · 
Committee on Indian Affairs, or any subcommittee thereof, to 
make a general survey of the condition of the Indians in the 
United States, hereby is continued in full force and effect through
out the duration of the Seventy-third Congress, and hereby is 
authorized to expend in furtherance of above-mentioned purposes 
$15,000 in addition to the amounts heretofore authorized for such 
purposes, to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE RULEs-GOVERNMENT 
PURCHASE OF AMERICAN GOODS 

Mr. JOHNSON. I file a motion in respect to the pending 
deficiency bill and ask unanimous consent that it be not 
read but that it be printed in the REcoRD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
. hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The motion is as follows: 
Pursuant to the provisions of Rule XL of the Standing Rules of 

the Senate, I hereby give notice in writing that I shall hereafter 
move to suspend paragraph 4 of Rule XVI for the purpose of 
proposing to the bill (H. R. 13975) making appropriations to supply 
urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1933, and prior fiscal years, to provide supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and 
for other purposes, the following amendment, viz, on page 33, after 
line 3, insert the following: 

" TITLE m. GOVERNMENT PURCHASE OF AMERICAN GOODS 
" SECTION 1. Unless inconsistent with the public interest, or 

unless the cost is unreasonable, and notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, only such unmanufactured articles, materials, 
and supplies as have been mined or produced within the limits 
of the United States, and only such manufactured articles, mate
rials, and supplies as have been manufactured within the limits 
of the United States wholly of articles, materials, or supplies 
mined, produced, or manufactured, as the case may be, within the 
llmits of the United States, shall be acquired for public use, and 
no appropriation heretofore or hereafter made shall be available 
for such acquisition or for payment to any contractor or sub
contractor for such acquisition. This section shall not apply with 
respect to articles, materials, or supplies for use outside the limits 
of the United States, or to be used for experimental or scientific 
purposes, or if articles, materials, or supplies of the class or kind 
to be used are not mined, produced, or manufactured, as the case 
may be, within the limits of the United States. 

"SEc. 2. This title shall take effect immediately upon its enact
ment but shall not apply to any contract entered into prior to such 
effective date." 

BANKING ACT 
· The S~nate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 4412) 

to provide for the safer and more effective use of the assets 
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of Federal reserve banks and of national banking associa- been trying, Mr. President, to remove from that board the 
tions, to regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue representative of the people ever since this act was enacted 
diversion of funds into speculative operations, and for other into law. They have tried to have control of the currency 
purposes. more or less removed from the people. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President-- Heretofore they have not been able to do that; but, with 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? a Federal reserve act supposed to have been created so as 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Loui- to permit the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States 

siana yield to the Senator from Connecticut? to participate in the administration of these funds, the cir-
Mr. LONG. I yield. 

1 

culating currency for which the Government is responsible, 
Mr. BINGHAM. May I make a brief appeal to the Senate they have come back here this time with a proposal to take 

in behalf of the poor people of the District of Columbia? the Treasury of the United States off the board and to put 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I decline to yield to any it, boots, saddle, and breeches, into the hands of the machi

Senator who has not a good record in behalf of the poor nating financiers who are to be assisted to establish a chain 
people or the kind of a poor people's record that I have. banking system and to impose a control over the banks 
Whenever I am forced to get any advice about taking care of America. It is proposed to relieve them from· payment 
of poor people, I want it to come from somebody who is in of the excise tax which they are now paying into the United 
actual touch with the condition of the poor people. States Treasury, and to give them $125,000,000 of the' money 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Louisiana of the people of the United States in order to set up a 
declines to yield. · liquidating corporation. Then we talk about relief legis-

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I understand we here in oppo- lation! 
sition to this bill are now identified as liberals. That is what The Federal reserve act contains some good provisions, but 
we are now called in the press. It is now a fight between under the terms of the act two institutions that were un
the liberals and the conservatives. I am glad to know that American were set up. The first of these was what is known 
is well understood. It is a fight between the liberals and as the Federal reserve system of 12 regional banks. The 
the conservatives; that is, between the liberals and those second was a privately controlled discount market for the 
who call themselves conservatives and others who work with purchase and sale of the circulating evidences of debt created 
them. and authorized by the Federal reserve act. We only adopted 

But, Mr. President, there is something in this bill that these things that were contrary to our ordinary American 
was never brought to the attention of the Senate. It ideas in order to work out a compromise and to get along 
divorces the Federal reserve bank from any control practi- with the banking interests. 
cally of the United States Government. I am now ready to The discount market is centered in New York City. A 
say that there is not a Senator in this Chamber who knows condition precedent to the establishment of a discount mar
anything at all about what is in the bill. I do not make any ket is a central reservoir of money and credit. Without a 
exception. I say that in ordel' to be charitable to the central reservoir of money and credit, a discount market can 
~uthors of the bill. It purports to legalize more than $15,- not be operated with entire safety to those who are engaged 
000,000,000 of Federal reserve currency credits that have in it. It controls the reservoir, but, in turn, the reservoir is 
been given on foreign bills of exchange in the United States. indispensable to it. Consequently, a nation in which a dis
Not daring to issue the currency outright, the Federal Re- count market is about to be established must give up its gold 
serve Board has adopted the expedient and the practice of to those who are to be the masters of its money and credit. 
crediting them as currency credits on the books of the Fed- Its people must give up their cash. They must learn to do 
eral Reserve Board of the United States Government in the without actual money and to use only those fluctuating 
teeth of the law and in violation of the law. This bill is so promises which take the place of money, our circulating 
worded that those foreign credits will be legalized and can currency for example. 
not then be subject to any further prosecution or disapproval As one of the witch doctors said, " The people must be 
by law. taught the unattractiveness of cash." In other words, in 

That is not half of it. The bill proposes to take the Secre- order to get the people to spend, not the money itself, 
tary of the Treasury of the United States off the Federal the gold or silver-remonetized silver-they are taught the 
Reserve Board. The bill would take the excise tax upon the unattractiveness of cash and to use paper money, and that 
surplus earnings that have been going to the United States is what we all use to-day-paper money. 
Treasury away from the Treasury of the United States In 1913, while the Federal reserve bill was under discus
and give it to the banking combine in order that they could sian, certain bankers and others saw the impropriety of 
protect the chain banks. It would enable them to take the changing our laws in such a way as to make documentary 
private interests and put them absolutely in control of the evidences of debt legal for use as circulating credits. They 
Federal reserve system to legalize the currency credits of considered it wrong to base currency on those circulating 
more than $15,000,000,000 that are to-day on the books of evidences of debt. They thought it unfair to permit the 
the Federal reserve banks of the United States, put there by proposed Federal reserve banks to use money belonging to 
credits collected through the banks from Japan and from bank depositors for the pUl'pose of trafficking in those same 
Germany, from England, and from China. evidences of debt. The objections raised by those con-

Instead of issuing currency which would have had to servative thinkers were greeted for the most part with de
have been reported to the Congress, in order that the fact rision. The public was given to understand that the provi
might be concealed and disguised they have simply given sions of the Federal reserve act authorizing the proposed 
them a supposed-to-be book credit for currency in the Fed- Federal reserve banks to do business in the discount market 
eral reserve banks of the United States, and they are now were for emergency use only and that the Federal reserve 
undertaking to legalize that fraud in this bill which they banks would never compete with the established banks of 
have tried to slip through the Congress by introducing it the country and that they would never use their marketeer
one day and bringing it back the same day and demanding ing powers to control the money market or the prices of 
hurry, hurry, hurry. You can not hurry enough to pass commodities. 
this piece of legislation through the Congress. You can not In order to prove that the public were given to under-
put this thing through to save your lives. stand that the Federal reserve act and the Federal reserve 

We fought here for years and years that the United States banks would never use their resources and their power 
Government might have some control over the banks han- to control or to establish market values, I want to say that 
dling the people's money, and we managed to write into the the Owen bill, which was finally passed and under which we 
law that the Federal reserve banking system would become are to-day living as it was finally passed in the Senate, con
responsible to the people of the United States. We made the tained a provision that the Federal Reserve Board or its 
Secretary of the Treasury of the United States the domi- banks should so manipulate the currency and the control 
nating member of the Federal Reserve Board. They have of the banks as to establish certain commodity prices; but 
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when that bill went to conference the distinguished Mem
ber of the Senate who has introduced the bill we are now 
discussing was the one man, so I am told, who insisted upon 
taking out of the bill that provision, so that they would not 
use the Federal reserve funds to try to establish commodity 
values. 

But the ink as I have said was hardly dry on the charters 
of those institutions before the Federal Reserve Board au
thorized the Federal reserve banks to go into the market 
and to make purchases. I repeat that the ink had hardly 
dried before the Federal Reserve Board began to authorize 
these banks to go out in the open market and make pur
chases. The Federal Reserve Board had been relied upon 
to take the initiative. It took the initiative; and, from that 
day to this, the board has controlled the discount market, 
the prices of all our goods and commodities, the wages of 
our people, the prices of stocks and bonds on the stock ex
changes, and money rates, including the call-loan rate. 
Under its supervision the American people have been trans
ferred from one side of the ledger to the other. The next 
step is downward. Now they go out and take domestic 
paper, as we all expected. About three or fom years ago 
someone came up here and said, " Why is it that yoU are 
buying this foreign paper?" They said, " Because we can 
not get enough paper to do business on in America; we have 
had to deal with the branch banks of foreign count1·ies 
that have been located in America in order to get business 
enough to carry on this enterprise.,., 

In 1913 the American people were taught to believe that 
panics on the New York Stock Exchange were the result 
of unscientific banking methods and that a central reservoir 
of money and credit would enable the country more easily 
to stand the strain of stock-market disturbances. In one 
way and another the propagandists impressed this belief 
upon them. When the people finally consented to have the 
rich treasure of their national banking reserves impounded 
in a central reservoir, they did not see that the result would 
be the loss of their financial freedom. They did not know 
that it would lead them into their present condition of 
starvation, unemployment, and general misery. Because a 
discount market requires the greatest possible concentration 
of gold and a centralization of all the ·money and credit 
resources of the Nation. they were artfully led by propa
gandists to believe that the country needed an entirely dif
ferent kind of banking system. The literature of deception 
holds no parallel to what was issued to carry out that 
propaganda. 

The propaganda which led to the creation of the Federal 
Reserve system had a privately controlled discount market 
for its principal object; but since the changes in our laws 
which were necessary for the establishment of a discount 
market had to be brought about by the passage of a bill 
for a central bank or something resembling a central bank, 
which would provide the central reservoir of money and 
credit without which a discount market can not thrive-a 
bill which would create circulating credits and legitimatize 
the business of dealing in them, a bill which would establish 
a system of collecting drafts, notes, coupons, and accept
ances free of charge-the propagandists did not emphasize 
their desire to establish such a market. They knew that 
a discount market would be established in the natural order 
of things under any bill which would embody those features. 
Consequently, they bent their efforts towards securing the 
passage of the Federal Reserve act and the establishment 
of the central reservoir, a central reservoir, as already 
stated, being the indispensable adjunct of a discount market. 

The liberality of the terms of the Federal Reserve bill, the 
unconscious willingness on the part of the Wilson adminis
tration to let acceptance gambling and stock-exchange 
speculation come into their own, surpassed the expectations 
of the propagandists. Finding the Democrats in a give
away mood, these gentry pursued their advantage until they 
obtained a greater extension of power under these auspices 
than would have been allowed under the Aldrich bill. 

LXXVI--103 

In his last years, while Senator Aldrich was in a declin
ing condition of health, they had obtained various conces
sions from him, but he did not give them such a priceless 
opportunity as that which was afforded to them by the re
serve act over which the Federal reserve system exercises 
control as complete as that which it exercises over gold. 
This medium is a substitute for gold in international deal
ings. It consists of documentary evidences of debt created 
in all parts of the world and passing current among bank
ers as a means of exchange. 

When the question of creating circulating credits by 
means of the Federal reserve act was under discussion in 
1913, an international banker said that if this paper were 
created it would provide a new and most powerful medium 
of international exchange and a new defense against gold 
shipments. We were a debtor nation then, and the argu
ment may have appeared to have been in our favor. 

The talk about the United States being on the gold stand
ard is one of the most fallacious things that have ever been 
heard of. The only reason they say we are on the gold 
standard is that they have got the gold base so manipu
lated that they are in control of the currency of the United 
States. That is the only apology that can be made or de
fense or excuse that can be brought for the contention that 
we are on the gold standard to-day. We are not on the gold 
standard, any such thing. We have not as sound a standard 
to-day as they have in England. 

Now the conditions are reversed, and the defense against 
gold shipments is not ours but that of those who seek to 
keep gold from reaching us and thus avoid paying their 
debts or even paying us the true amount due us on our in
ternational balances of trade. We do not even know what 
our true balances of international trade are. 

Without the Federal reserve act, which created the central 
reservoir of money and credit; without the Federal reserve 
act, which set up the system of collecting drafts, notes, cou
pons, and acceptances free of charge; without the amend
ments to the Federal reserve act, which enabled the Federal 
reserve baP..ks to obtain complete control of all our gold; 
without the Federal reserve act, which conferred lawmaking 
powers on the Federal Reserve Board, which powers have 
enabled that board to make lax and inequitable rulings, 
there would be no privately controlled discount market in the 
United States to-day. 

With all the good provisions of the Federal reserve act, 
in order to get those good provisions we had to yield to the 
power of finance at that time and allow that board to have 
such power that they could have so made law and inter
preted law and rules and orders that they had set up tha 
only privately controlled discount market in the United 
States and used the Government's power in order to main
tain and control the only private discount market that we 
have ever had. 

There was no discount market here prior to the passage 
of the Federal reserve act. Before the Federal reserve act 
became law, our banking business rested on an extremely 
conservative basis. Bankers did not care to hawk their 
bills receivable about the market place. They did not sell 
their customers' notes. They kept a portion of their re
serves intact in their own vaults. 

If there could have been a decent, regulated limit to 
hawking notes from bank to bank, it would have been a 
good thing to have credit made easier; but they did not 
stop there. They did not encourage their customers to 
hang millstones of debt around their necks so that a group 
of men operating a discount market in New York might 
control all the money of the United States and the prices 
of all our goods and commodities. 

In 1913, when the Federal reserve act was under consid
eration by the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
the following occurred in that committee: 

Senator Hitchcock said: 
Is it a fact that there are no banking interests in New York 

now that give acceptances or sell acceptances? 
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And Mr. Kent replied: 
I do not know of any. 

Senator Hitchcock said: 
Well, there are very large banking houses there that have a 

world-wide reputation. 

Mr. Kent said: 
It is rather against the policy of American banks to accept, 

even when they seem to have the authority, because-

Senator O'Gorman interrupted and said: 
How about the large private bankers that we have 1n New York 

and throughout the country? Do not they do it? 

Mr. Kent replied: 
They have never been able to work up American exchange 

to a point where they could do it to any great extent. They 
would need the cooperation of all the banking interests 1n this 
country 1n order to do it. 

So we went ahead and created the Federal reserve system 
in order to make credit a little bit easier and to prevent 
panics; but they set up a private discount market and estab
lished such a monopoly over discounts and such a system of 
machinated and pyramided credits and currency issues and 
note-currency credits on the backs of the Federal Reserve 
Board as had never been heard of and had never been 
thought of until they created the Federal reserve system and 
yielded and put these provisions in the law. . 

What was the result? They have gone beyond what the 
law allowed. They began to take these trade acceptances. 
At one time in a year here we were told that they had issued 
$60,000,000,000 of currency, not straight out but to keep it 
from appearing to the Congress and to the people of the 
United states that they had issued $60,000,000,000 of cur
rency. As a matter of fact, they had issued, I am told, 
nearly a hundred billion dollars of United States currency. 
Instead of issuing the currency in this pyramided credit 
proposition, they did what the law did not allow them to do, 
and in defiance and in the teeth of the law, and entered a 
credit upon the banking books of the Federal reserve system 
for currency to be issued for these trade acceptances and 
bills of exchange; and when they made their report to Con
gress, they did not include any such credit currencies as were 
represented on their books in the list of what they had 
issued a,s currency for that period of time. 

They did that in the teeth of the law; and now they have 
a bear by the tail. They can not take care of them now. The 
transaction can not be hidden any longer; and they have so 
amended this bill that nobody in the Senate knows anything 
about it in order to legalize that situation, and give them 
the right to make this thing even more elastic with that note 
credit currency that they have issued on the books of the 
Federal reserve banks of this country. 

That is what brought the collapse to this country sooner 
than it would have happened otherwise. They like to have 
the Democratic Party and the Republican Party debate about 
tariff and tariff and tariff and tariff. They like to have us 
debate on wet and dry, or any other living thing on earth; 
but they have come here with legislation trying to slip 
through a proposition that has done more harm to the 
people of the United States than every other calamity that 
has happened in the meantime. They do not want to take 
any chance. Oh, no! They must not take any chance now. 
It is a serious situation until they have put the fire out; 
and so they are removing the Secretary of the Treasury from 
the Federal Reserve Board in the Glass bill. 

Why? Why, there is a danger that the people of the 
United states this time might accidentally, by some hook 
or crook, get a Secretary of the Treasury appointed who is 
not dominated and controlled by that gang. Therefore, 
they are taking time by the forelock for fear that some-
·body may be appointed Secretary of the Treasury who will 
try to protect the people. Of course, ordinarily speaking, 
there is not much chance of anybody's being appointed Sec
retary of the Treasury who will ever try to protect the 
1•eople. That is one safety they have usually had, ordina
rlly speaking. Fire insurance is not any protection at all 

h'ke the protection that that set has usually had to keep any
body from being appointed Secretary of the Treasury who 
was going to undertake to manipulate the Treasury in de
fense of the people of the country; but, to take no chance 
about it, that is the one job they fight over. 

I have been in the national conventions, and I want to 
tell you that around in the rooms the one thing they want 
to be assured of is, " Who is going to be Secretary of the 
Treasury?" That is the fighting point. I know. I have 
been there. That is the fighting point. " Who is going to 
be Secretary of the Treasury?" That is the fighting point 
of that gang, because it is the Secretary of the Treasury who 
has the power to stop this machinated manipulation of 
pyramided credits that have been hawked about by that 
gang up here in the name and form of the United States 
until they have brought calamity to this country; and now, 
for fear that there might be something done, they are try
ing to cure the whole thing by law. " Hurry, hurry, hurry, 
and get the Glass bill through! " 

Well, you hurry yourself! We will take our time about 
this thing. [Laughter in the galleries.] 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, . will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PATTERSON in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

Mr. LONG. Yes, sir; I yield. 
Mr. FRAZIER. As I understand the Glass bill, it gives 

the Federal Reserve Board more power than they have 
under the present law. 

Mr. LONG. Yes, sir; and it takes them further away 
from the Government. It puts them in the hands of the 
big banks, the international cliques, takes them out of the 
hands of the Government, gives them the money the Gov
ernment has been getting from them, gives them money 
out of the Government Treasury that we have there now, 
and extends their powers to cover up all they have done 
in the past. 

Mr. FRAZIER. I agree with the Senator from Louisiana 
that they have too much power now. 

Mr. LONG. Oh, there is no question about that; but 
they take power. They put the right kind of power there. 
They take power they have not. 

I have begun to analyze this bill. I am now having the 
Federal reserve act copied with italics to show the changes 
that are being made by the Glass bill, to show at a glance 
the deletions and the insertions; and you are going to be 
astonished, gentlemen of the Senate, when I get this thing 
done on this bill that was put in here one day and reported 
out the same day and put on the calendar the same day
you are going to be astonished when you see that where 
the bill says "Amend section 29 to read so and so," the 
subject matter is not even relevant, top side nor bottom; 
and that is what they resort to in order to put things of 
this kind through the Senate! 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Louisiana yield to the Senator from New York? 
Mr. LONG. Yes, sir; I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. I assume that the Senator's attitude is 

one of intense opposition to branch banking. 
Mr. LONG. Terrible. 
Mr. COPELAND. I have had very serious misgivings on 

that subject myself. Is that the one thing in the bill to 
which the Senator objects? 

Mr. LONG. That is one of the things. 
Mr. COPELAND. May I ask what are the other specific 

things? 
Mr. LONG. I have just"begun to discover the others. 
Taking the Secretary of the Treasury off the Federal Re

serve Board is one. 
Giving them $125,000,000 of Government money is two. 
Repealing the excise tax that is now being paid into the 

United States Treasury is three. 
Covering up this commercial-paper transaction that has 

been going on is four. In other words, I was going to go a 
little further and illustrate that, which I do. 
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The fifth is, after having given them control, removing 

from the people and the States and the Government the 
right to market the bonds of the Government and of the 
States and of the municipalities through banks owned by 
the people. 

Mr. COPELAND. Then I take it that if these particular 
things could be adjusted, the Senator's opposition to the bill 
would disappear? 

Mr. LONG. If that were all; yes. 
Mr. COPELAND. But are there others? 
Mr. LONG. The trouble is, Mr. President, that I have 

found an amazing ignorance among our own selves, includ
ing me, over what the bill does; and I am now for the first 
time, for the Senate's benefit, having the bill fixed up so 
that we can tell what deletions and insertions ·have been 
made in the old law, so as to see just what the bill is. 

Mr. COPELAND. If the Senator will bear with me a 
moment, I was anxious to find out whether or not he is 
opposed to the bill in its entirety. 

Mr. LONG. No; I see some provisions in it that probably 
will be all right. 

Mr. COPELAND. There are some virtues in the bill? 
Mr. LONG. I think so. It is very hard to find any bill 

without some· virtues. 
Mr. COPELAND. But if the specific things to which the 

Senator has referred could be arranged, then the Senator's 
objection would disappear? 

Mr. LONG. I think so. 
Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LONG. The bill ought to be recommitted. Certainly 

the bill ought to be recommitted. Recommit this bill, and 
let us go over this thing. Why, I know that there are 
things here that the Senator from Virginia could not pos
sibly have known were here. No man, unless he was watch
ing these things as closely as possible, could possibly ba ve 
had these things in this bill 

We have all had to get our advice from some of these 
Federal Reserve Board members. Naturally, we would go 
for some of our advice to Mr. Eugene Meyer. Why should 
we not do so? He bas been head of the Federal reserve 
banking system for years, and we naturally ' would go to 
him; but when you go to Mr. Eugene Meyer for advice, you 
have driven your ducks to a bad pond of water. When you 
have to go to that kind of an official for advice-and that 
is where you have to go, because he is the head of it-you 
have not helped yourselves very much. 

Why, when Mr. Meyer was on the War Finance Corpora
tion here, the law provided that no man could manipulate 
the bonds and stocks that the War Finance Corporation 
might own or hold or control that they would get from the 
Government-that no member of the board could be engaged 
pecuniarily in that matter. 

Mr. Meyer had the Eugene Meyer, jr., investment-bond 
house business up in New York City, which was in process of 
liquidation; but when he was appointed on the War Finance 
Corporation, he reopened that bond house. He was liquidat
ing the Eugene Meyer bond business when he was appointed 
a member of the War Finance Corporation, and he restarted 
this bond house about the time he was appointed on the 
War Finance Corporation. He confessed under oath, thls 
man Eugene Meyer, the head of the Federal Reserve Board, 
to whom we are about to turn the country over, lock, stock, 
and barrel, that he had sold through the Eugene Meyer 
bond house $90,000,000 worth of bonds of the United States 
Government owned by the War Finance Corporation. Yet 
the Government has been out hunting boys with a pint of 
whisky on their hips, employing detectives. It reminds me 
of the advertisement I saw once in the paper: · 

The First National Bank has been robbed, this time by outside 
parties. 

[Laughter.] 
I am not just speaking at random here, Mr. President. I 

happen to have the proof on these ~ntlemen in the form 
of a report which has been supplied to me from the chair
man of one of the big committees over in the House of 
Representatives who is supposed to have been in favor o1 

this legislation, but who is not. I have that report here. I 
would like to send the report to the desk and have it read, 
but if the Senator from Virginia objects, I will read it myself. 

Mr. GLASS (from his seat). I suggest the Senator read it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 
Mr. LONG. The Senator from Virginia says he objects, so 

I will read it myself. 
I will give in advance a little of the speech of Representa

tive STEAGALL reciting these facts over in the House of Rep
resentatives in 1925. This man Meyer to-day would just 
about be given his release if he were being liberated under 
the terms applying to the ordinary bank defaulter, but we 
hear recommendations that he be given additional reward 
for the sacrifices he has made for the people of the United 
States. 

In view of the fact that he reopened this bond house 
when he was put on the War Finance Corporation, in view 
of the fact that he marketed $90,000,000 worth of the bonds 
of the Government, Eugene Meyer, head of the War Finance 
Corporation, handling the bonds of the Government through 
Eugene Meyer, jr., the same stock-investment man in Wall 
Street, in the teeth of the law, do not talk about prosecuting 
anybody, do not talk about it. 

What is the use of the United States Government send
ing to Greece to get Insull when you have forty times the 
Insulls right here among you? What is the use going 4,000 
miles and trying to get hold of somebody before he leaves? 
I remember the old Roman orator who made a statement 
about some conspirator who was in a midnight plot to wreck 
the government, and in that old oration this Roman said: 

Does he live? Does he live? Yea, more, he even comes into 
the Senate and sits with the men making the laws. 

To-day it is said with regard to these celebrated gentle
men: "Are they free? Are they free? " Yea, more, they 
not only are free, they not only sit with us, but they are 
given powers above us, and to-day are dictating the laws 
of the people of this country, and their recommendations 
are to-day being written to cover up whatever guilt or crime 
can be charged against them. 

Hurry! Hurry! Get this bill through quickly while you 
have somebody in the White House who will sign it. Hurry! 
Let us hurry! 

Oh, it is true that a few million peopie are starving to 
death, but that will not hlirt anything. We might declare 
war with Liberia for a little while in order to get it fixed up 
and do it under war powers. I would not be a bit surprised 
to see some announcement that we declare war with Ven
ezuela, or Liberia, or some other little nation, so that under 
war powers there would be no question of this thing being 
done by fiat. 

I am certainly glad that I have time enough to discuss 
these matters. For a long time I have wanted to say some
thing about these questions. I am just trying to locate the 
salient features of this speech delivered by Representative 
STEAGALL. I would just as soon have the clerk read this, but 
it will probably please the Senate better if I read it myself, 
as I have said. Mr. STEAGALL said this: 

Availing myself of the privilege and courtesy granted by the 
House to express my views regarding the work of the special com
mittee appointed under Resolution 231 to investigate the bond 
operations of the Treasw·y Department, I shall not go into the 
matter in all its phases nor at such length as I should do were it 
not for the able manner in which the case has been discussed by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. King], the ranking member of 
the Republican Party on the committee. In this connection I 
desire to commend in the highest terms the service rendered by 
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. King], who has displayed the 
finest qualities of courage, patriotism, and devotion to duty. He 
has shown himself capable of rising above partisanship and meet
ing his duties in a way befitting a true representative of the 
people. 

Now I skip a little: 
In addition to the statements in the press just when the com

mittee was about to begin its labors, the Secretary of the 
Treasury-

Who at that time was Mr. Mellon, the greatest Secretary 
of the Treasury since Hamilton-
issued a report to the President of the United States consisting 
of a volume of a.bout 200 printed pages, which was circulated bf 
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him all over the United States, both in the press and direct to 
bankers and financiers. An examination of this report revealed an 
attack so filled with abuse and vituperation, directed not only 
against the Mr. Charles B. Brewer, attorney of the Department of 
Justice, who was accused of having brought the charges, but 
against every witness or employee who had furnished information, 
and disclosed resentment and bitterness to an extent which at 
least detracted from the report, if, indeed, it did not discredit its 
statements. The committee learned that Mr. Brewer was not only 
an attorney of the Department of Justice with instructions to in
vestigate this matter, but that he had been called into conference 
by President Harding and specifically instructed by the President 
to continue, as his personal representative, the investigation which 
had been undertaken. The confidence of President Harding in 
Mr. Brewer is well expressed in the following letter: 

Mr. STEAGALL then inserted the letter, and said that 
among the charges were the following: 

It was charged-
That Benjamin R. Stickney, one of the 28 discharged em

ployees of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing had, as a 
principal with Ralph, the former director, in a bribe of $8,000 
to a representative of the Mexican Government, in a patent 
scheme exploited the facilities of the bureau for their joint pri
vate gain, which came to light in a suit between the parties 
and was evidenced by a memorandum signed by Chief Justice 
McCoy, of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 
Stickney was reinstated and is still employed at the Bureau of 
Engraving and Printing. 

It was charged again-
That James E. Chamberlain, another one of the 28 discharged 

employees, made unrestricted use of the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing as a salesroom· for farm products, hauled from Vir
ginia in Government machines; that he had been arrested for 
having a still on his premises made partly of Government ma
terial; of hauling the corn for making liquor in Government 
machines. 
. He was charged with taking from Government storehouses, 
without pay, other ingredients. 

After going through those charges, Mr. STEAGALL said, 
going further: 
· The committee called as a witness the chief of the division in 
charge of registered bonds and he stated that at this time the 
total number of duplicates in registered bonds was 5 and not 
35,772, as was left to be implied. 

When the committee discovered that bonds which the Secretary 
of the Treasury claimed had never been printed, and on the non
existence of which he based a conclusion that duplications were 
the result of innocent error-were coming into the Treasury and 
were being paid, it developed that this had been going on for 
months, though no hint of the fact had been given to the com
mittee. The matter was called to the attention of the Secretary 
of the Treasury. His answer relative thereto is incorporated below 
in a column parallel to the statements which he had made in his 
report to the President. These statements follow: 

SECRETARY'S REPORT OF APRIL 26, 1924, TO THE PRESIDENT 

A Treasury committee has investigated each instance of dupli
cated serial number and in practically every case has determined 
the serial number which should have been borne by one of the 
duplicated numbered securities. 

In other words, they found out that there were no dupli
cations. They had investigated the whole thing, and in 
each instance had found out that whatever bond they had 
was one that should have borne the same serial number on 
the one that had been lost or destroyed. But in the letter 
of February 4, 1925, to the committee he said this: 

Apparently the committee has gained an inaccurate impression 
as to the meaning of the allocations. 

Then in th2.t letter to the President he went on to say: 
It was a simple matter • • • to see whether any of these 

open numbers could be allocated as an offset against the dupli
cates. 

The allocation • • • was not made at random. • • 
The accuracy of this allocation was subsequently con

firmed. • • • 
The allocation is likewise confirmed. • • 

• The coupon files furnished still further means of 
establishing the identity. • • • 

• * The committee's report • • • is attached and the 
facts reported are most convincing. 

• • * The committee has been able in 1,668 instances to 
establish "offset" numbers. In the remaining 349 cases definite 
allocation of " offset " numbers has not been established. * • • 

But in his letter to the committee he said: 
These allocations represent the Treasury's tentative selection 

of numbers presumed to represent the bonds displaced as a result 
of erroneous numbering, erroneous entering, erroneous post
ing, • * •. 

The allocations, therefore, are merely the Treasury's prediction 
or opinion as to the particular seriaJ numbers which were never 
issued. 

In one instance he tells us he has located them exactly, 
all but 349, and in the next instance a year later he said it 
was a matter of guess. I am giving this in order to let us 
see the personnel that has been in charge of the Federal 
reserve bank, that we are now going to put in charge of 
the banks and combine them into one or two big chains. 
That is just the high light on him. 

Now I go over further, and I will take up the case of Mr. 
Eugene Meyer a little more, as reported by Representative 
HENRY B. STEAGALL, of Alabama, one of the greatest public 
servants that this country has ever had. He is chairman 
of the Banking and Currency Committee of the House of 
Representatives-Ron. HENRY B. STEAGALL, who not only 
knows and understands this kind of matter but who has 
gone to the bottom and unearthed more filth in this kind 
of manipulation than any man that has ever been in the 
Congress, with the possible exception of Representative 
Pujo, who served in the House of Representatives in 1905. 
What I now re.ad applies to Mr. Mills. Mr. STEAGALL said: 

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, I happened to be a 
member of the special committee of the House that conducted an 
investigation of the bond operations of the Treasw:y Department. 
During our investigation Mr. Charles B. Brewer, the gentleman 
whose reliability has been brought into question by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mills] appeared as a witness before us. Mr. 
Brewer was an attorney in the Department of Justice, holding the 
rank of special assistant to the Attorney General. He had been 
attorney in the Department of Justice for eight years. 

This is the same man who, when they tried to let him out 
of the department, was called to the White House by Presi
dent Warren G. Harding, who told him he wanted to appoint 
him to conduct this investigation on his own account. 

For many years prior to this he had been a trusted employee of 
the Navy Department. 

If Members will read the report of the special committee to 
which I have referred they will find the esteem with which the 
members of that committee regarded him. 

Then he sets forth all the letters here. Mr. Pou, of North 
Carolina, said to Mr. STEAGALL: 

Was any reason given for his dismissal? . 
Mr. STEAGALL . . None whatsoever, and his dismissal was contrary 

to law for the reason that he had a civil-service status. 

But they fired him just the same when he began to un
cover the great skin game going on down there. 

When President Coolidge had his attention called to this unjust 
and high-handed action he overruled the action of the Attorney 
General and reinstated Mr. Brewer. After the special committee 
of the House had filed its report supporting Mr. Brewer the present 
Attorney General issued another order dismissing Mr. Brewer. 

They would not keep him at all. He knew too much. 
When members of the special committee appeared before him 

to protest this action he stated that he could not undertake to 
go into the merits of the matter and proceeded to put into effect 
the order of dismissal prepared by assistants to the former Attor
ney General. 

Whatever anyone may think of Mr. Charles B. Brewer, I want 
to say that the findings of the special committee were not based 
upon the testimony of Mr. Brewer. The special committee availed 
itself of the assistance of Mr. Brewer in developing the facts by 
the records of the Treasury Department and the testimony of 
officials of that department, and the findings of the special com
mittee are based upon those disclosures. 

Now, I wish to discuss the matter of losses sustained by the 
Treasury Department in its transactions in bonds. I shall not 
attempt to deal with operations in which alien-property funds 
were used. The select committee of the House investigated other 
bond operations conducted by the Treasury Department. Just 
here let me say that the Ways and Means Committee of the House 
had stricken from a bill submitted by the Treasury Department 
the provision giving authority to the Secretary of the Treasury to 
buy and sell bonds and limiting Treasury operations to the pur
chase of bonds. A provision conferring general authority to buy 
and sell bonds was included in the War Finance Corporation act. 

And now I am getting down to Mr. Meyer. Congress had 
refused to confer the authority on the Treasury Depart
ment even to resell bonds-

Notwithstanding Congress had refused to_ confer direct authority 
upon the Treasury Department to resell bonds, Treasury ofi1cials 
entered upon a program of stupendous operations, running into 
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hundreds of mlllions of dollars, in the buying and selling of bonds 
in the stock exchange, using the medium of the War Finance 
Corporation. 

They put brother Meyer there. They had forbidden the 
right to engage in speculation in bonds through the Treas
ury Department of the United States, but they had this 
racketeer and bucket-shop operator, Eugene Meyer, as head 
of the War Finance Corporation, and what he will not do is 
in the books when it comes to this kind of a matter: 

My information is that the Treasury Department never at
tempted to avail itself of the use of the Allen ~operty Custo~an 
funds in its bond operations until the War Fmance Corporat10n 
had ceased to function. 

When they ran out, they used the Alien Property Cus
todian to do it: 

Members of the House will remember that under the provisions 
of the war Finance Corporation act that corporation was to go 
out of business upon the President's proclamation of peace-

That is when they were to go out of business-
but the Attorney General furnished an opinion prior to the Presi
dent's proclamation that the activities of the War Finance Cor
poration should cease, and it was after the termination of the 
activities of the War Finance Corporation that the Treasury 
Department resorted to the use of Allen Property Custodian funds. 

But what do we find in the bond operations conducted by the 
War Finance Corporation? The same story applies to the opera
tions in that connection that has been disclosed by the gentleman 
from Texas regarding transactions in which funds of the Alien 
Property Custodian were used. 

I want to show you what happened to the Treasury in the opera
tions conducted through the War Finance Corporation. 

First. The Treasury Department lost . $60,000,000 in buying 
Victory and third 4%, bonds, paying as high as $98 per hundred, 
when other issues of Liberty bonds were selling on the market as 
low as $86. 

They went out and paid $98 of Government money for 
bonds when almost the same kind of bonds, practically 
speaki"lg, according to this testimony, could have been 
bought at that time for $86. They lost $60,000,000 of the 
money of the people of America buying bonds from whom? 
I will show you in a moment from whom. They were buying 
bonds for $98 and selling others for $86-$12 less. Does he 
live? He is to-day in charge of the resources of the money 
of the United States of America, and they have a bill here 
to give him more power. · 

Why should the Treasury Department throw on the market a 
vast volume of bonds selling as low as $86 when it was well known 
that ultimately those identical bonds would have to be repurchased 
by the Treasury at par? 

They bought them at $98, while throwing others on the 
market at $86. 

Why not make the money invested in bonds cover the largest 
amount of outstanding bonds that could be purchased for a given 
sum? What excuse can be offered for paying $98 per hundred 
for bonds when a larger amount of bonds could be purchased at 
$86? It was well known that bonds resold on the market at a low 
price would eventually come back to the Treasury for redemption 
at par, and in this connection I want to ask why it should have 
seemed desirable to boost the price of certain bonds by having 
the Treasury engage in their purchase and reduce the price of 
others by having the Treasury sell them? 

They were operating the most gigantic skin game. They 
were selling one kind of bonds in order to put them down to 
$86 and they were buying another kind of bonds in order to 
be able to pay $98. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield that 
I may suggest the absence of a quorum? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Louisiana yield for that purpose? 

Mr. LONG. I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Broussard Couzens Glenn 
Austin Bulkley Cutting Goldsborough 
Bailey Bulow Dale Gore 
Bankhead Byrnes Davis Grammer 
Barbour Capper Dickinson Hale 
Barkley Caraway Dill Harrison 
Bingham Carey Fess Hastings 
Black Connally Fletcher Hatfield 
Blaine Coolidge Frazier Hayden 
Borah Copeland George Hebert 
Bratton Costigan Glass Howell 

Hull Moses Schall 
Johnson Neely Schuyler 
Kendrick· Norbeck Sheppard 
Keyes Norris Shortridge 
King Nye Smith 
La Follette Oddie Smoot 
Logan Patterson Steiwer 
Long Pittman Swanson 
McGill Reynolds Thomas, Idaho 
McKellar Robinson, Ark. Thomas, Okla. 
McNary Robinson, Ind. Townsend 
Metcalf Russell Trammell 

Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 
White 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

(At this point Mr. LONG yielded to Mr. BAILEY, who pre
sented the credentials of his colleague [Mr. REYNOLDS] as a 
Senator from North Carolina for the term beginning March 
4, 1933.) 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, as Representative STEAGALL 
shows here, they were selling some bonds at $86 and buying 
others back at $98, until they spent in this way $60,000,000 
of the people's money. They were not trying to establish 
any bond market; they were trying to wreck the bond 
market. 

What excuse-

Representative STEAGALL asked-and I am dealing with 
the Federal Reserve Board now. I have dealt with one 
member, and I am now dealing with the second member, 
Mr. Eugene Meyer, the kingfi.sh of the lodge. I am dealing 
with his case now. 

What excuse can be offered for paying $98 per hundred for 
bonds--

Says Representative STEAGALL-
when a larger amount of bonds could be purchased at $86? It 
was well known that bonds resold on the market at a low price 
would eventually come back to the Treasury for redemption at 
par; and in this connection I want to ask why it should have 
seemed desirable to boost the price of certain bonds by having 
the Trea-sury engage in their purchase and reduce the price of 
others by having the Treasury sell them? 

If they were trying to establish a market for bonds, why 
was it that the days that the Treasury would buy the bonds 
in at $98 it would turn around and sell some at $86? I 
am dealing, as I have said, with the case of Hon. Eugene 
Meyer, who by the bill that is being pressed here by the 
Senator from Virginia, and which was introduced one morn
ing and brought back the same day without a hearing and 
has been placed upon the calendar under a hurry, hurry 
order, will be placed in more complete charge of the finances 
of the country. 

Why should the Treasury by selling operations beat down the 
price of the lower bonds when most of the small purchasers 
who bought in response to appeals to their patriotism had their 
investments in them? 

The Government had sold those bonds to the American 
people. The cry was "give until it hurts; make the world 
safe for democracy.'' Yet the Government depreciated 
bonds down to $86, not orily costing $60,000,000 to the 
Treasury of the American people, but breaking down the 
market of the bonds of the people themselves. 

These are the patriots of the country; God save the mark, 
if we have got to go on with them. I do not care whether 
you put a Democratic label or a Republican label on the 
bottle, it is the poison that is going to kill what life remains 
in the American people. If we have got to go on with that 
outfit, we might just as well stop here. If that gang is 
going to come in and stay here under the rule we are going 
to have after the 4th of March, I am not going to be one 
who will fail to expose this kind of situation when March 
4th comes or when any other day comes. We must get 
relief from this intolerable condition of starving the people 
to death and selling their bonds at $86 and buying them 
back at $98 contrary to law. 

Now, let me quote a little further, so that this situation 
will be well understood. No wonder they call us the liberals. 
We are liberal enough to reproduce the public record, even 
the congressional record, in connection with a bill that 
intends to put this man in charge of the finances of the 
United States, a bill that even goes so far as to endeavor to 
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take the representative of the Treasury of the United States 
off the Federal Reserve Board, in order that the power of 
the board may be unlimited. That is what this bill proposes 
to do. 

Mr. GARNER, of Texas, said: 
And as I understand the gentleman, in each of those trans

actions they lost money. 
Mr. STEAGALL. According to the very nature of the transactions 

it was impossible for the Treasury ever to make anything. 

It does not need arithmetic to show that you can not sell 
bonds at $86 and buy some others at $98 and make money. 
Mr. STEAGALL continues: 

The best the Treasury could ever do was to take from the War 
Finance Corporation bonds and pay for them at cost, but every 
time a loss was sustained it was transferred to the Treasury. In 
every instance where bonds were sold below par there was a loss 
to the Treasury because ultimately it was up to the Treasury to 
redeem all bonds at par. Furthermore, there were numerous 
transactions where the War Finance Corporation--

This business was being transacted, as the Senate will 
understand, through the War Finance Corporation. I will 
connect that corporation up in a moment. Mr. Eugene 
Meyer was the moving spirit of the War Finance Corpora
tion where they were slipping this thing through. Mr. 
Meyer is at present at the head of the Federal Reserve 
Board, controlling the finances of the United States, and, in 
view of the marvelous record he has made for the people of 
the country, the bill is now being amended so that Mr. 
Meyer's power may be extended in order that all the banks 
can be chained under him and that every operation of 
finance may be under his clique. What is the use of keeping 
Capone in Atlanta? What is the use of hunting for Insull 
over in Greece? 

Mr. STEAGALL further says: 
Furthermore, there were numerous transactions where the War 

Finance Corporation sold bonds for less than what had been paid 
for them, and in every such case the loss was arbitrarily charged 
as a part of the cost of bonds remaining on hand which were in 
turn ultimately sold to the Treasury. There was a loss of $28,-
000,000 in interest alone, which accrued on bonds held by the 
War Finance Corporation after purchase before delivery to the 
Treasury, and a loss of $60,000,000 which came about as I have 
just explained. 

That was selling them at $86 and buying them in at $98. 
In this connection I want to ask-the gentleman from Texas 

has covered it so well that nothing can be added to what he said, 
but I will ask how it is possible to stabilize prices by selUng the 
lower bonds and buying the higher-whoever heard of anybody 
attempting to support the strength of the market by selling it 
down? 

I understand the excuse of this gentleman was, when they 
cornered him and found out that he had been buying bonds 
in at $98, he claimed he was trying to stabilize the 
market, but they faced him with evidence that he was sell
ing some at $86 at the same time. This is the gentleman 
now being extolled. We are about to erect a monument to 
him before it is too late; this is the gentleman who is about 
to be covered up with raiment as holy as the whited 
sepulcher itself. He is to be given a blessing and made the 
keeper of the ark of the covenant. 

Mr. STEVENSON then asked Mr. STEAGALL this question: 
Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion there? 

Mr. STEAGALL says: 
In these operations the Treasury Department was using the 

funds taxed the Wax Finance Corporation and that corporation 
was charged by the Federal Government with stock amounting to 
$5,000,000 owned by the Government. It may have been right, if 
Treasury omcials desired to do so, to use War Finance Corporation 
funds to bring about certain conditions in the market for Gov
ernment bonds; but, as the gentleman from Texas has so well 
caid, I fail to see how any trustee has a moral right to go out 
and use the funds of his ward except for the benefit of the ward. 
Now I yield to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I simply want to direct the gentleman's atten
tion to the fact that the bonds that needed stabilizing most were 
those that were lowest, whereas when they bought they bought 
the highest. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Absolutely. 

Mr. Mills, who was at that time in Congress, interrupted 
and said: 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. STEAGALL. Yes; I yield to the gentl~man from New York. 
Mr. MILLS. I would like to ask the gentleman if he does not 

think that any trustee in charge of investments should sell 
secur~ties at a time when he thinks it is advantageous and buy 
securities for his trust when he thinks that is advantageous? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Ah, but the gentleman said in his argument as 
an answer to the insistence that these funds had been held in 11. 
way that resulted in a loss to the Alien Property Custodian fund 
that the purpose of manipulation and speculation by the Treasury 
Department was to boost American bonds-not to help the funds 
that belonged to our wards. 

Mr. MILLS. During the last administration, not during this ad
ministration, I also stated that those operations showed a profit 
for the trust fund. 

Mr. STEAGALL. But the gentleman will remember the use of t:tie 
Alien Property Custodian funds was not resorted to until after 
the Democratic administration had gone out. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is mistaken. They were resorted to 
in order to maintain the market during the Democratic adminis
tration and very properly so. 

Mr. STEAGALL. But they used in that instance the funds of the 
War Finance Corporation, for which they had special authority 
granted by Congress. 

Mr. MILLS. And the Alien Property Custodian fund? 
Mr. STEAGALL. That is different from my information, 1! it is 

true; but in any event it is immaterial. The Treasury lost 
$24,000,000 where the price paid for bonds on various dates was 
above the market price of the bonds. 

Twenty-four million dollars was paid where the price 
paid for the bonds was above the market price. We will get 
down to the reason of this in a minute. We will want to 
know why. As the old song said that we used to hear in the 
play of Madame Sherry, many years ago: 

Every little movement has a meaning of its own. 

Now, what was the meaning of this business? 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. And the same kind of transaction had in 

this instance? 
Mr. STEAGALL. Absolutely on all fours with the transactions 

where funds of the Alien Property Custodian were used. The 
testimony before the investigating committee of Congress shows 
without conflict that in practically every transaction where the 
War Finance Corporation bought bonds and on every transaction 
where bonds were sold commissions were paid. 

Now we are going to get a little closer to this gentleman: 
It is easy to understand that where the sum of $158,000,000 is 

turned over in transactions that run up to $2,400,000,000, with 
commissions on every transaction, somebody is going to be made 
happy. 

Who was made happy? We are going to get down to 
this in a minute. Some one may feel like supporting this 
bill. You are going to find out that this gentleman, who 
is going to be in charge of the Government even more than 
he is now, is a real scholar, par excellence. 

I want to call attention to something else in connection with 
these transactions. 

Now I am coming to it: 
The managing director of the War Finance Corporation had a 

bondhouse in New York--

This was Mr. Eugene Meyer-
which was owned by him individually. That bond house was in 
process of liquidation and practically out of business when he 
was made managing director of the War Finance Corporation. 
One of his first acts after his appointment as managing director 
of the War Finance Corporation was to revise his bond house 
1n New York. 

Get this: 
The testimony shows that he sold to his bond house to the 

extent of $70,000,000 and bought from it to the extent of 
$10,000,000. 

He sold to his own bond house $70,000,000 worth of bonds 
at 86 and bought $10,000,000 worth of bonds from them at 
98. And yet, gentlemen of the Senate and Mr. President, 
with Mr. Eugene Meyer manipulating that kind of a transac
tion, in the teeth of the law-for even though the thing 
had been a profit to the Government and had not been an 
act of rascality on any other ground, it was against the law 
for a man who was the director of the War Finance Cor
poration and running the business to be dealing with his 
own house-but in the teeth of that proposition he was 
shown to have had a bond house that he was liquidating, 
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and he reopened it and did business with them to the tune 
of $80,000,000, selling them bonds at 86 and buying others 
at 98. 

So says Mr. STEAGALL, going a little farther: 
These transactions were conducted by the managing director of 

the War Finance Corporation in his name as managing director 
with the bond house in New York which he owned and which 
was run in the same name. In every transaction where he either 
bought or sold bonds the managing director of the War Finance 
Corporation paid commissions to the same person who owned and 
ran individually the bond house in New York. 

Eugene Meyer, head of the War Finance Corporation, 
sells Eugene Meyer's bond house $70,000,000 worth of bonds. 
Eugene Meyer, director of the War Finance Corporation, 
buys from Eugene Meyer's bond house $10,000,000 worth of 
bonds. Eugene Meyer, for the Government, sells bonds at 
86. Eugene Meyer, for the Government, buys bonds back 
at 98. Eugene Meyer, for himself, buys bonds at 86 and 
sells some to the Government at 98. 

That is a splendid illustration. 
A MEMBER. Name him. 
Mr. STEAGALL. Some one insists that I name him. I suppose 

every Member of the HoUse knows that Eugene Meyer, jr., was 
managing director of the War Finance Corporation. These trans
aetions conducted by Eugene Meyer, jr., managing director of 
the War Finance Corporation, with the bond house of Eugene 
Meyer, jr., in New York were covered by btlls with the heading 
of Eugene Meyer, jr., 14 Wall Street, and approved by Eugene 
Meyer, jr., managing director of the War Finance Corporation. 

Abel and Cain, the same man! The bonds were bought 
from him and approved by him for the Government. 

The books of the War Finance Corporation disclose that com-
missions were paid--

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. I yield .. 
Mr. WHEELER. I did not understand whom the Senator 

was talking ·about. He said something about Abel and Cain. 
I was curious to know who he said was the same man. 

Mr. LONG. Eugene Mey~r. the kingfish of the Federal 
Reserve Board. [Laughter in the galleries.] 

The books of the War Finance Corporation disclose that com
missions were paid covering both purchases and sales. 

Why, they were not satisfied to take the Government 
bonds at 86 and buy others back at 98, but they even charged 
the Government a commission to make $12. Huh! I am 
afraid that while Capone is in Atlanta he is going to have 
time to read the career of Eugene Meyer; and if he does, and 
ever gets out, God save the people of the United States if he 
learns about it! [Laughter in the galleries.] 

Mr. President, that is the record of Congress. The world 
will know about this. Instead of emulating Eugene Meyer 
and extolling him here, the world has never heard this 
exposure of HENRY B. STEAGALL disputed by a man in public 
or in private life. It is one of the greatest, most monu
mental services ever performed by a citizen of America to 
120,000,000 people. If there is ever to be credit done to any 
living man, a monument should be erected in the most con
spicuous place in the Capital of this Nation to the courage 
and honor of the great Congressman STEAGALL, from Ala
bama, who feared not to expose the damnable transactions 
of this racketeer to whom to-day we are to turn over this 
Government, lock, stock, and barrel. 

That is No. 2. That is two of the members. Now, I have 
a little something here I want to read to the Senate, about 
60 or 75 words, that I think will be interesting. Here is 
something else: 

Extracts from interpellations by Louis Marin, of the French 
Chamber of Deputies. 

I am reading now from the interpellations of Mr. Marin, 
of the French Chamber of Deputies. I am quoting him. 

I do not know exactly to what point President Hoove.r has wished 
to show in particular the private interests of America in Europe-

Said Mr. Marin, and I want you to get this-
but I know the whole American press heralded the moratorium 
veh~~ently-

I am one of those that was for the moratorium myself. 
I did not investigate it. I said, " It is all right with me," 
so I am not criticizing it. I am quoting Mr. Marin. 

I continue to read: 
but I know the whole American press heralded · the moratorium 
vehemently, as it had heralded vehemently the Young plan, say .. 
ing to the American Government that it was its duty to preserve 
the private credits of American banks invested in Europe and 
notably in Germany. 

Now, get the figures: 
These credits are extremely considerable since according to the 

American Department of Commerce they do not allow the amount 
of less than 400 milliards (eqUivalent to a billion) of francs for 
the whole world. This same department recognizes that more 
than 16 milliards of francs are invested in Germany as long
term credits without the war debts, and the shorVterm credits 
and deposits of American banks in foreign banks, etc. 

The same statistics show that the profits realized by the United 
States from the direct effect of the economic reconstruction of 
Europe after the war compensated very largely for the sums which 
they have advanced to the Allies for the war. 

They also show, on the other hand, by the considerable diminu
tion of the renewals of these investments made abroad by America 
over the past two years that the United States exposed them
selves to the risk of harming their own nationals at the same 
time as their debtors by demanding from them payment of the 
debts. 

I am obliged thus to read to the Chamber on this subject the 
document which I have already formerly read to it. It emanates 
from the Financial Committee of the American Senate, which 
proceeded to an inquiry of the investments made by American 
banks abroad, notably in Germany. This document shows in an 
irrevocable fashion that the American banks have adventured the 
money of their depositors without regard for any security, solely 
preoccupied with receiving large commissions. 

According to this gentleman, enormous billions-sixteen 
billions, maybe it was; I will look back here in just a minute 
to verify the exact amount-but he says that the document 
showed that the American banks had "adventured the 
money of their depositors without regard for any security, 
solely preoccupied with receiving large commissions." 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. Did I understand the Senator to say 

this morning that this bill provided for eliminating the Sec
retary of the Treasury of the United States from the Federal 
Reserve Board? 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. 
Mr. WHEELER. In what section is that? 
Mr. LONG. I will get it for the Senator in just a moment; 

this is a very involved and complicated bill. I am having 
the text of the old Federal reserve act copied, and in red 
letters I will indicate what has been interlined, and other
wise designate what has been deleted by the pending bill. 
I want to have it so printed that one may understand at a 
glance what change has been made. 

The bill does not say that we strike out the Secretary of 
the Treasury, but it just says that" the board shall be here
after composed of the following," and it leaves out the 
Secretary. I will get the section in just a moment, if the 
Senator will bear with me. 

Mr. WHEELER. I believe it is in section 6. 
Mr. LONG. That is correct. It reads: 
A Federal Reserve Board is hereby created which shall consist of 

seven members, including the Comptroller of the Currency, who 
shall be a member ex officio, and six members appointed by the 
President of the United States, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. 

It has heretofore read so as to include the Secretary of 
the Treasury of the United States and the ComptToller of 
the Currency, and to consist of 8 members, but they are 
seeking to reduce it, so that there will be 6, and only 1 
Government official, who is more or less farther removed, 
and the Secretary is eliminated, who was supposed to be the 
dominating factor of the board, but whom we now know to 
have been more or less sidetracked, except for the assistance 
he could give to these various things. He would be elimi
nated entirely by the pending bill. 

Mr. WHEELER. Does the Senator know why the Treas
urer is sought to be eliminated by the bill? 
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Mr. LONG. I can only state that circumstantial evidence the country unless they come in or are taken over by a 

and suspicion indicate to my mind only one reason. He Is chain system. It offers to consolidate all the functions 
feared, probably, I would say, by reason of so many illegali- which have been performed in the past, and in the way of 
ties having been transacted, and a large number of billions relief it does everything except furnish the coffin. If they 
of dollars currency credits having been entered on the books had provided the coffin and burial expenses, this bill would 
for both foreign and domestic investors. In other words, in- have been complete. The only thing they failed to wind up 
stead of issuing currency, which they would have had to with was burial expenses and a preacher. [Laughter.] 
report to the Senate, they have done what the law did not Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, section 6 pro
give them a right to do; they issued what they called a credit vides for the creation of a new Federal Reserve Board. 
for notes on the books, and when they made their report they What is the matter with the present Federal Reserve Board, 
did not report that as being currency issued. if anything? · 

Now the chickens have come home to roost. Times have Mr. LONG. I do not know. 
gotten hard. They have gone as far as they could go with Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Section 7 provides for the 
that thing, and they are going to have to smear it over and creation of an open-market committee. 
work the thing out some way or other. I think they did not Mr. LONG. That is correct. 
know just who might be the Secretary, whether he might Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. We have an open-market 
not be changed. He would be subject to removal, or some- committee, which bought more than a billion dollars of 
thing of that kind, if he did not act in line with this bonds last year. 
business, and therefore under those circumstances it is a Mr. LONG. That is correct. 
good time to get rid of the public officials. In other words, Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. What is the occasion for a 
it is a good time to get rid of the United States Government, new open-market committee? 
except to use its money. It is a good time to let the Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I regret the necessity for · 
Government have nothing to do with this, and to carry out making such statements as I feel compelled to make; there 
that purpose they seem to have done pretty well. They I ought to be a hearing on the bill. But my advice, from men 
would take away from the United States Government the who are supposed to know about this matter, is that there 
returns from the excise taxes they are getting from these have been some marketing and some machinated currency 
banks to-day. They say the Treasury needs money, but credits given on the books, and there was bound to be some 
they are taking that money away from the Government. provision to legalize them. 

Mr. WHEELER. How much did the excise tax amount Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. If I may ask another ques-
ta? tion, section 12 (b) provides for a Federal liquidating agency 

Mr. LONG. I do not know. I intended to get those or corporation. The facts are that in the last 10 years 
figures to-day. I do not know just how much the excise tax 11,000 banks have closed their doors. Those banks have 
has yielded. No one has seen fit to volunteer me any infor- either been liquidated or are in process of liquidation. Is 
mation on any of these details as I have gone along. No one it contemplated we are going to have a lot more bank fail
has volunteered any information, and I have had to stop ures and that we need an enlarged liquidating .corporation? 
and go off and dig up these data at night, and I do not Mr. LONG. I made a little mistake in a statement I 
know how much the excise tax has yielded, but it has made a moment ago; they are providing a funeral proces
amounted to a large sum of money. But all that money sion along with the bill, because it is naturally anticipated 
which used to be contributed in the way of a franchise tax that they are going to close up a bunch of banks. In other 
they have stricken out of the bill, and they give that money words, this bill naturally contemplates the result that has 
to the banks. Then they want to put a sales tax on the been happening under similar circumstances. Therefore, 
people, becauS'e there is a shortage in the Treasury, and they have provided a funeral cortege to go along with the 
apparently they are trying to take out of the Treasury the bill. 
money that was -coming in through the excise tax. Mr. BLAINE and Mr. WHEELER addressed the Chair. 

Mr. WHEELER. It seems to me that undoubtedly the The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana 
Senator could get the information he desires by calling upon yield; and if so, to whom? 
members of the Banking and Currency Committee to tell Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. Then 
why the Secretary of the Treasury was left out. I will yield to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. LONG. I do not think members of the Banking and Mr. BLAINE. Before the Senator leaves that subject of 
currency Committee understand this thing themselves, be- the liquidating corporation, I want to direct his attention to 
cause they never held a hearing on this bill, and they know the bottom of page 14 and the top of page 15 of the bill, and 
less about it than we know. They had hearings on a couple then make an inquiry. 
of other bills, but they did not have a hearing on this bill. Mr. LONG. Very well. 
But that is not all they are taking out of the pockets of the Mr. BLAINE. After providing for the creation of a Fed-
people through this bill. They are not only proposing to eral liquidating corporation, the bill provides: 
take away the money we get out of these excise earnings The management of the corporation shall be vested in a board 
from these banks with which to run the Government but of directors consisting of 5 members, 1 of whom shall be the 
they are proposing to take $125,000,000 out of the Treasury Comptroller of the Currency, 1 a member of the Federal Reserve 

Board, designated by the board for the purpose, and 3 selected 
itself, as a liquidating fund for these banks. annually by the governors of the Federal reserve banks under 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, will the Sen- such procedure as may be prescribed by the Federal Reserve Board. 
ator yield to me? Has the Senator's attention been directed to the fact 

Mr. LONG. I yield. that the Federal reserve banks are heavy creditors of na• 
Mr. THOl\riAS of Oklahoma. Everybody in the United tiona! banks, and that by this provision the Federal reserve 

States but the Congress knows the country is in bad con- system is going to control absolutely, through a majority of 
dition. I would like to ask the Senator what this bill offers the board of directors, the liquidation of those banks? 
as emergency relief for the people of the country? Mr. LONG. I did not know that was in the bill; but the 

Mr. LONG. I am glad to answer that question. I will Senator will keep finding things just like that. I had no 
tell the Senator what it offers the people. It offers to take idea that there was any such thing as th9.t in the bill. I 
away from them $125,000,000 which they are now getting. did not know they were just taking $125,000,000 and putting 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Senator means the it under their own control. I will have to confess to the 
appropriation? Senator that I did not know that was in the bill. There is 

Mr. LONG. I mean that it offers to take $125,000,000 nobody here who knows what this bill is. 
out of the Treasury. It offers to take away from the people Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will not the Senator be 
the returns from the excise tax they are now getting. It generous enough to suggest that some of the Senators know 
offers to put out of business what little banks there are in some of the things ip the bill? 
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Mr. LONG. Yes; we are learning them. I have had more 

pointed out to me while I have ~n discussing it than I 
knew before I started to discuss it. They are talking 
$125,000,000-

Mr. WHEELER. What page is that? 
Mr. LONG. That is on the bottom of page 14, section 12, 

subsection (b). 
The management of the corporation shall be vested in a board 

of directors consisting of five members, one of whom shall be the 
Comptroller of the Currency. 

That is another reason why they slipped the Secretary 
of the Treasury out of there. They could not have over
looked him. It might have been embarrassing, because the 
Treasury Department is under some pretty strict surveil
lance at times, not often, but at times. 

One of whom shall be the Comptroller of the Currency, one a 
member of the Federal Reserve Board designated by the board-

They get that one in, you might say, but if they do not--
three selected annually by the governors of the 12 Federal 
reserve banks under such procedure as may be prescribed by the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

The proposal is to remove the people's $125,000,000 out of 
the Treasury, to take away from them their franchise tax, 
to take the Secretary of the Treasury off the board, legal
izing illegalities, to take $125,000,000 of the people's money 
and tlirn it over to a board a majority of whom are selected 
by concerns which are not accountable to anybody but 
themselves. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield again? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Is it not a fact that the 

Federal Reserve Board, as the agent of the Congress, is 
presumed to have for one of its main functions the keeping 
of money in circulation in some form? 

Mr. LONG. I would think so. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. · I desire, then, to submit to 

the Senator two or three statements, and ask him a further 
question. 

I have in my hand a report of the Federal Reserve Board 
of date January 5, 1933. The Federal Reserve Board makes 
a report each week. It so happens that the reports come 
out on Thursday about 4 o'clock. We will have one at 4 
o'clock to-day. · 

I quote from the last report, submitted at 4 o'clock on 
January 5 last. This report shows that during the week 
prior to January 5 the Federal Reserve Board, in conjunc
tion with the Federal reserve banks, took out of circulation 
the sum of $18.000,000. 

The report on the preceding Thursday, December 29, 
showed that for the week preceding that date the Federal 
Reserve Board took out of circulation the sum of $43,000,000. 

Mr. LONG. That makes $61,000,000, $18,000,000 and 
$43,000,000. 

1\fi'. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The report shows that on 
DecembCr 22, for the week preceding that date, the Federal 
Reserve Board took out of circulation $43,000,000. 

I have before me h"'kewise a statement from the Treasury 
showing that on July 31 there was in circulation as of that 
date $5,726,000.000. The last report, of last Thursday, shows 
$5,669,000,000, showing that since July 31 the Federal Re
serve Board has taken from circulation and canceled money 
in the sum of $57,000,000. Does the Senator think that is 
the proper way to bring about an increase in commodity 
prices and relieve the people of the United States? 

Mr. LONG. I must confess I did not know that. I do not 
know what to think. I do not know what is going on in 
the country to-day. I can not conceive, with the people of 
this country from one end to the other and the sentiment 
of this Congress clamoring for expansion of the medium of 
exchange, that they would be retiring currency at this time. 
I would not have thought it. I am not surprised, however. 
I am not a bit surprised. I have passed beyond the period 
when I can ever again be surprised. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President--

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi
ana yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. Speaking about expansion of currency, 

when the Reconstruction Finance Corporation bill was be
fore this body, it was whispered around in the c9rridors of 
the Senate and everywhere else that it was absolutely neces
sary to pass that bill and to pass it in very much of a 
hurry; that unless we did, a lot of big banks were going to 
fail. a lot of insurance companies and railroad companies 
were going to fail; that it would mean a tremendous expan
sion of currency and likewise it would immediately bring 
back prosperity. When the Glass-Steagall bill was before 
us, it was said that that would accomplish the same thing. 
But business conditions in the country have been getting 
continually worse. 

Now, we are told that unless this bill passes, chaos in gen
eral will prevail in the country, and that this will be of 
great relief to the people of the country. The truth about it 
is we have not passed in the Congress of the United States 
since 1929 one single piece of legislation that tended to ex
pand the currency of the country. It was said that Fed
eral reserve banks would go out and buy Government bonds 
and buy more Government bonds. One financial leader 
said to me, " If that takes place, we can end this depression 
in 60 days' time!' 

I want to say to the Senator in all seriousness that I hope 
he will join the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] and 
some others who say that the Congress of the United States 
must enact some legislation which is going to expand the 
currency and which is going to inflate or reflate it so the 
purchasing power of the dollar may be brought back to 
where it was, or nearly to where it was, in 1926, during 
somewhat normal times. So far as I am concerned, I am 
perfectly willing to try to stop all legislation until the Con
gress wakes up to the necessity of doing something for the 
people of the country. I know a lot of people will simply 
say that can not be done and this can not be done, but I 
say that the Senate and the Congress have not done one 
blessed thing since we have been in session, and I am of the 
opinion that it is not going to do anything of the kind. I 
doubt that a special session will do anything of the kind 
unless the so-called leaders in the Congress wake up to 
conditions. 

Senators may laugh and sneer all they want to. but let 
me say to Members of the Senate that unless something of 
that kind is done they are going to see this country pass 
through a very critical time; and in addition to that. they 
are going to see more of the kind of things that are going 
on in the Middle West and in some places in the South, 
where nothing except anarchy is prevailing at the present 
time, where the people will not let the courts serve processes, 
and where the courts do not dare to serve processes because 
of the fact that the people are meeting and telling them if 
they do, somebody will be found hanging to a lamp post. 

We are going to sit here in the Senate and fight over the 
branch banking bill. We are going to sit in the Senate and 
fight over the beer bill. We are going to sit here in the 
Senate and fight over some other petty bill, and we are not 
going to dare or have the courage to do one blessed thing 
for the people of the country simply because of the fact
and we might as well be frank about it-that a little hand
ful of international bankers who control the finances of the 
country are saying we must not do it. So far as I am con
cerned, I want to declare myself here and now that unless 
some sort of legislation is passed, I am willing to stand here 
on the floor of the Senate and help to prevent all legislation 
from passing until such time as we do give the people of the 
country some relief. 

Mr. LONG. I think the Senator has certainly struck a 
very interesting note, to say the least. I do not see why 
we should be talking about taking money out of the pockets 
of the people and closing up their little banks or changing 
them into big chain systems at a time when we ought to be 
giving substantial relief. We are not doing a thing-I agree 
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with the Senator. We have been here debating over various 
little old bills until we get to some gigantic scheme to take 
away what few rights the people have left and to take a 
little more money f1·om them. We are ·not doing anything 
f o:r the people. 

I want to say, as the Prime Minister of Russia said," You 
can laugh ff you will, but the fleet of the enemy is coming 
up the Baltic." Senators may laugh and sneer around here 
in the cloakrooms and in the corridors and want to know 
where we are going, and try to put some of this fictitious 
legislation through to satisfy the financial powers; but un
less we get down and feed these people and clothe these 
people and offer something of that kind to the people, we are 
not going to be able to save the situation. It is time we are 
doing something here. I am going to follow the Senator 
from Oklahoma myself in this matter. 

There is another reason why certain big financial people 
do not want silver and do not want inflation of currency 
either. They are contracting it all along. They have not 
sense enough to know that we can not take any more blood 
and marrow and muscle out of the people of the country. 
They have spurred the old horse until spurring will not do 
any more good. The people could jump when we spurred 
them the first time; the people could jump when we spurred 
them the hundredth time; but there is nothing left to yield 
to the spur now unless we give them some chance here in 
this country. I am ready at any time, with anybody any
where who asks me, to assist in passing some legislation that 
puts the money into the pockets of the people. I will be 
with them right at the jump, right now or any other time. 
I am in most respects like the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER] said he is-I am strictly opposed to allowing any
one to slip through these nefarious financial schemes to put 
their own house in order out of the marrow and bone and 
muscle of the people of the country. 

I sometimes become greatly disgusted. Here we have been 
in this session of Congress and we have been messing around 
taking advice from these financial masters, asking them to 
tell us something. Here we have been in this session of 
Congress-how long have we been here this time? I have 
forgotten myself, and could not tell unless I got my hotel 
bill. [Laughter.] Forty days we have been here and there 
is no helpful proposition before us. We are not even fid
dling. The house is burning down and we are not even 
fiddling. What are we trying to do here? Somebody some
where got it into his head that the people will just have 
to stand for anything. They have stood everything they 
could. They can not go through with more of it. The piti
ful thing is that under these conditions I have stood here 
on the floor of the Senate and exposed the most gigantic 
fraud from undeniable proof and public records, and yet 
we are trying to give these racketeers a better hold on the 
throats and the lives and fortunes of the people-if they 
have anything at all left. 

Somebody wants a night session. We ought to stay here 
all night. We ought to come back and stay every night. 
If some of us would die, it might help things. I hope no 
one dies. I pray for the health and well-being of us all, 
though I do not know but what the people would be better 
off if they sent somebody else here in the place of some of 
us. I think we will be better off when March 4 comes; 
at least I hope so. But, Mr. President, I want to tell you 
that the Democrats have made a whole lot of promises to 
the American people. Do not forget that. We have been 
elected on promises, and a whole lot of them. The Senator 
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] helped to make them and I 
helped to make them. We helped to make a lot of them. 
We promised a job for eveyy man in the country, and we 
are not the only ones who did it. We promised money for 
the people to spend. We said there would not be a hungry 
man in this land of plenty. We said we were going to give 
everybody clothes. 

We Democrats have made a whole lot of promises. We 
can fulfill them if we do what we ought to do. I am going 
to tell you that we can not whine around here with this 

kind of nefarious propaganda to take the marrow and bone 
and fiber of the people when they have not any left. I 
was one of the men who went to the Chicago convention 
and tried to get the party to nominate a man who would 
espouse the liberal thought and ideas of government in 
this country. 

I am one of the men who is going to back him up and help 
him carry it out, too. But it was in the face of his declara
tion to the New York Legislature that he was opposed to 
branch banking that this bill bas · been introduced one day 
and brought back the same day and put on the calendar to 
be passed in a hurry. 

Mr. President, I have reduced to writing a small part of 
my speech. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator that I under

stand there is talk of adopting cloture to stop debate on the 
bill. Of course we appreciate the fact that cloture can be 
put on, but I want to say that if they put cloture on this bill 
they had better put cloture on all the rest of the session, 
because they will have to put it on every other bill that 
comes up. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana 

yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. LONG. Certainly. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I think it will be entirely 

appropriate for the bill to be considered in the nighttime. 
I would like to suggest to the Senator that about a year ago, 
when the international bankers and others desired to have 
a moratorium, they kept the Senate in session into the 
nighttime to pass that bill. 

Mr. LONG. That is customary with them. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. At a later date, when they 

desired to have a dole-that is, big business, the banks, the 
railroads. the life-insurance companies-when they desired 
an opportunity to go to the Reconstruction Finance Cor
poration, to enable them to get a mortgage on the property 
of the Nation and take that money and loan it to big busi
ness, we kept the Senate in session into the nighttime to pass 
the bill at 11 o'clock at night. 

Let me say to the Senator that I welcome a night session. 
At least the country will know that the Senate is in session. 

Mr. LONG. For the usual purpose, to help the financiers. 
We do not hold night sessions except to help the financial 
masters. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Let me suggest further to 
the Senator from Louisiana--

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi
ana yield further to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I want to assure him and 

the Senate that, so far as I am concerned, I am in no way 
participating in any delay save to force the country to un
derstand that the Senate of the United States is sitting here 
hour by hour, day by day, week by week, month by month, 
proposing to do absolutely nothing. If I can join the Sen
ator from Louisiana in a humble way to bring this situa
tion to the attention of the country in the hope that we 
may in some way get the leaders of this body, if there be 
leaders, to recognize that this class of legislation is of 
utterly no benefit to those now in dire distress, we will have 
done a good work. 

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator and I want to say, Mr. 
President, that it is in keeping with precedent if we meet 
here at night for the purpose of helping financiers; but I 
think we have never met at night in order to consider legis
lation designed to feed the people. If the financiers want 
the Glass bill, then to meet at nighttime is in keeping with 
the practice we have followed when the money masters de
mand anything, and, of course, it is in keeping with prece
dent. However, I should be willing to vary the ru1e; I should 
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be willing to meet at nighttime in order to consider legisla
tion having for its object feeding the people, who, with too 
much to eat, are starving to death because they have got 
twice too much; who, with too much to wear, are naked 
because they have too much to wear; and who, with too 
many homes, have no place to sleep at night because we 
have too many houses to put them in. There is no thought 
of meeting at nighttime in their behalf; and there is not a 
bill before the Congress to-day to do anything on the living 
earth about that situation, nor are any of these financial 
masters saying anything about that. 

Talk about cloture! It takes two-thirds to get cloture. I 
think I have discussed this bill coherently during the time 
I have occupied the fioor, as much so as was within my 
capacity to do. Talking about nighttime sessions for 
considering financial legislation makes me think of a little 
line I have been trying to call to my mind. 
Oh, conspiracy! shamest thou by night to show thy countenance, 
How, then, by day canst thou find a cavern deep enough to hide 

thy monstrous visage? 

Afraid to show by night even, how by day can we hide the 
fact that we are here with a bill about which Senators know 
nothing, proposing to take money out of the Treasury, pro
posing to take the banks away from the people and putting 
them under a chain, proposing to take out the excise tax that 
goes to the people, doing everything under the living sun 
except to go in the right direction? We who oppose the 
measure are here battling to give the people a chance. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. The Senator is mistaken about putting 

any banks out of existence. All that is proposed to be put 
o:ut of existence are a lot of "pawnshops." 

Mr. LONG. Oh, yes; that is right. I accept that amend
ment. It is proposed to put a lot of "pawnshops" out of 
business. 

Mr. WHEELER. Every independent banker in this 
country--

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senator desires to inter
rupt, he must get permission through the Chair. 

Mr. WHEELER. I beg pardon. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. WHEELER. Every independent banker in this coun

try to-day may look upon himself as a pawnbroker; may 
look upon himself as just a selfish inruvidual who is seeking 
to put a tariff wall around his community so that he may 
have the benefit of loaning all the money and controlling 
all the credit that shall be available in that particular 
community. · 

Of course, Mr. President, the big financial institutions 
that stretch from one end of the country to the other and 
control banks in every community are not seeking any 
tariff wall around the United States. I submit that instead 
of the small banks of this country, the "pawnsho~s" as 
the Senator from Virginia classifies them, seeking a tariff 
wall and wanting to control all the credit, the financial 
masters in New York, under the provisions of this bill, are 
seeking to control the credit of the entire United States. 

When the McFadden bill was before this body and it was 
sought to bring about branch banking in the cities, I said 
then it was the first step that the big financial institutions 
were taking. Then it was said, Mr. President, that was 
only for the purpose of competing with State banks which 
have branches. I said then that they would be back here 
again in another Congress seeking to ·extend it to States, 
and then when they got that they would be back here 
trying to extend it from one end of the country to the 
other. Now they are taking the second step. They are 
seeking to extend branch banking not only within the 
State but within a radius of 50 miles the other side of 
the State line; and when they get that, in less than two 
or three years' time, they will be back here seeking a branch 
banking system extending from New York to Seattle. 

Mr. LONG. This bill will do that, as I can show the Sen
ator. They will not need any other law; they will be able 
to do that under this bill without going half as far as they 
have gone under the present law. 

We are here trying to keep you from closing the door on 
the people before it is eternally too late. If we let this bill 
go through, we will be a million miles farther from giving 
the people relief than we are now. If we let this bill pass, 
we will have to undo this scheme before we can give relief 
at all, and we will not be able to do it. We have got to 
stand here and keep this thing from going through a " lame 
duck" Congress. "Lame duck," I said-the last one. Noth
ing but this bill must go through! The master,s voice has 
come, if we are willing to consider it the master's voice. 
This has got to go through-this nefarious, obnoxious branch 
banking measure-and the little banks in the country or 
the "pawnshops" have got to be put out of existence. 
"Pawnbrokers" they are called here by the sponsors of 
this bill; the little "pawnbrokers,'' as they have been called, 
that have loaned men who are sitting here perhaps the first 
dollar they ever had with which to go to school. The little 
bank at the fork of the creek loaned your father a hundred 
dollars or two hundred dollars, or perhaps loaned it to you 
so that you could go off, it may be, and study law. We boys 
that come from the forks of the creek know of these 
"pawnshops" that have got to be put out of business under 
the provisions of this nefarious bill, according to its spon
sors. We are getting farther away every day from the 
right direction. 

Mr. President, I can not understand for the life of me 
how anybody can stand on this fioor and advocate this thing 
without hiding his face. 

Mr. President, I now have before me a document showing 
this bill in such form as it is possible to understand what 
it is. I want the Senator from Virginia to know what I am 
about to ask, because I would not want him to think I was 
asking for something to be done to which he might object 
without calling his attention to it. I have here in type the 
pending bill showing underscored in black the old act and 
underscored in red the new matter proposed to be inserted; 
and then typed in red that part of the old act which has 
been deleted. It has been prepared at considerable labor 
of myself and my staff and some friends. It has been a 
very hard thing to work out; it has been very, very hard 
and tedious work; we have had to search all the statutes 
bringing the act down to date; and I have prepared a draft 
here so that the Senate may understand what is proposed 
to be done by the Glass bill that is now before us. I want 
to have this matter I have prepared printed so as to show 
just what changes it is proposed to make, what is being 
added to the law and what is being taken away from it. 

Mr. President, you will find sections that have been taken 
out and sections put in their places that are not germane to 
one another at all; for instance, the bill may say, "Section 
29 is amended so as to read as follows,'' and section 29 
might be dealing with the North Star while the amendment 
that it is sought to put in might be dealing with a leather
lined saddle, and there is no comparison between them. 

I desire to ask consent to have this draft sent to the 
printer and that the printer may be instructed to print it in 
such form as will show the old matter that is proposed to be 
retained, the old matter that is proposed to be deleted, and 
the new matter that is proposed to be inserted in the law by 
this bill. 

I have not seen a Member of the Senate in my private 
conferences this morning who knew very much about the 
changes that were really sought to be made. I have talked 
to some of the learned Senators. I am sorry the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. NoRBECK] is not here. I repeat, 
however, I want to ask unanimous consent to have this 
matter printed and furnished to the Senate so that each 
Member of the Senate may tell what it is proposed to do by 
the pending bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, 

I desire to say that I have no objection whatsoever to hav-
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ing it printed in the RECORD so that it may be immediately 
available to the Senate to-morrow morning. 

Mr. LONG. Very well. 
Mr. GLASS. The committee has no desire of any con

cealment at all. The whole measure was explained on the 
lOth of May last in detail, but if the Senator thinks that he 
has some matter there that will enlighten the Senate more 
than his elaborate speech has done, I have no objection to 
its being inserted in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the mat
ter being printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would not the permission have 
to be accompanied by an order of the Senate that it should 
be printed so as to show one portion in italics, another in 
caps, and the other part in ordinary type so as to dif
ferentiate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator can include that 
1n his request. 

Mr. LONG. I wish to include that. I will ask that it 
may be printed in the RECORD as it is marked in such a way 
as to show in ordinary type that portion which is now the 
law. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. BINGHAM. May I remind the Senator that the 

RECORD is printed under statute law, which can not be 
changed by unanimous consent of the Senate; but he can 
secure what he desires by asking that a special copy of the 
bill may be printed in the manner which he suggests. 

Mr. LONG. That was the request I originally made but 
the Senator from Virginia suggested the amendment in re
gard to the printing of the RECORD. Inasmuch, however, as 
the Senator from Connecticut calls my attention to it, I 
think he is correct, and that will have to be printed as a 
separate document. 

Mr. GLASS. I have no objection whatsoever to it being 
printed in any form that the Senator may desire. 

Mr. LONG. Then I ask that the document I now pre
sent may be printed showing the present law in ordinary 
type, that the new matter which is proposed to be inserted 
in the law may be printed in capitals, and that there may 
be printed in italics that which is proposed to be deleted 
from the present law. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
that the document presented by the Senator from Louisiana 
may be printed as a separate bill--

1\t!r. LONG. Yes; as a bill. 
The VICE PRES:LDENT. In the manner suggested by 

him? 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I have all that here on my 

desk, and I am very sorry the Senator from Louisiana put 
his entire staff to such a tremendous task, because the draft
ing bureau of the Senate could have done the work for him 
in an hour or so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Louisiana? The Chair hears none, and 
the document will be printed as a bill in accordance with the 
request of the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I thank the Senator from Vir
ginia for his suggestion. I am learning something every 
day. I did not know we had such a service as he mentions. 
It was a very difficult thing, however, for me to get it up. 
I kept finding so much in this bill, so many surprising things, 
that I had to make up for myself a bill showing the changes 
as made. That is the only way I could tell anything about it. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi-

ana yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. WHEELER. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator yield for that 

purpose? 
Mr. LONG. Yes, sir. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 

Ashurst Cutting Kendrick 
Austin Dale Keyes 
Bailey Davis King 
Bankhead Dickinson La Follette 
Barbour Dill Logan 
Barkley Fess Long 
Bingham Fletcher McGill 
Black Frazier McKellar 
Blaine George McNary 
Borah Glass Metcalf 
Bratton Glenn Moses 
Broussard Goldsborough Neely 
Bulkley Gore Norbeck 
Bulow Grammer Norris 
Byrnes Hale Nye 
Capper Harrison Oddie 
Caraway Hastings Patterson 
Carey Hatfield Pittman 
Connally Hayden Reynolds 
Coolidge Hebert Robinson, Ark. 
Copeland Howell Robinson, Ind. 
Costigan Hull Russell 
Couzens Johnson Schall 

Schuyler 
Sheppard 
Shortridge 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
Wheeler 
White 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have been requested to announce 
that the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SmPSTEADl is 
unavoidably absent. I ask that · that announcement may 
stand for the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Senator 
from Louisiana. 

FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to have it understood 

that we are in no way preventing the consideration of the 
deficiency appropriation bill in the charge of the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. HALE]. We are ready-I am ready-at 
any time to yield to a request that that bill may be taken 
up whenever Senators wish. I desire the Senate to under
stand that I have previously notified the Senators who are 
handling the deficiency appropriation bill of that fact. 

No one is holding up the consideration of the District of 
Columbia relief money. I want that understood. At any 
time that any Senator wishes to take up that bill, as I have 
constantly told the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNARY] 
and the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE], we are ready for 
that bill to be taken up. I have noticed in the public press 
around here statements that there are only a certain num
ber of hours left in which Congress can act for relief in 
the District of Columbia, and I want it well known that I 
shall be glad in any way to facilitate action by Congress 
at any time I am so requested. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I had understood that 
it was the Senator from Louisiana who demanded the regu
lar order when we had the deficiency bill up. 

Mr. LONG. No; that is not exactly correct. Senators 
were trying to perfect an amendment in order to get to
gether. We consumed about half an hour or more in that 
way, and I suggested that they perfect the amendment and 
that we carry on the regular order until they could bring 
back the amendment; so they went out to get up the 
amendment, and I have not seen them since. [Laughter 
in the galleries.] 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me _while I ask a question of the chairman of the com
mittee? 

Mr. LONG. I yield for a question. 
Mr. BINGHAM. I ask the chairman of the committee 

in charge of the bill, in view of the situation in the District 
of Columbia, if he will not ask unanimous consent to lay 
aside the pending measure and take up the deficiency bill. 

Mr. HALE. I am perfectly willing to do so, if we can 
make any progress on the bill, Mr. President. 

Mr. LONG. All right; I am willing, so far as I am 
concerned. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we might as well be per
fectly plain about it. I have offered an amendment which I 
think the majority of the Senate desire to enact. If the 
Senators in charge of the bill are willing for me to have a 
vote on that amendment in response to the request for 
unanimous consent which I made yesterday, I am perfectly 
willing to do it; otherwise, I shall object. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I announced yesterday that 
I was perfectly willing to accede to the request of the Sen-
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ator for unanimous consent so that be could get a vote 
on his amendment; but I understand that there are other 
Senators who are not willing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If we undertake it, I am perfectly will
ing to ask for unanimous consent for a vote on that amend
ment without moving to suspend the rules; and, if that con
sent is granted, I am perfectly willing to go on with it. 
otherwise I am not. 

Mr. HALE. I do not think we can tell until we try, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. I am glad to try, because 
I have no desire to interpose any delay. 

Mr. HALE. Very well, Mr. President. I ask unanimous 
consent that the unfinished business be temporarily laid 
aside, and that the Senate resume the consideration of the 
deficiency bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CoUZENS in the chair). 
Is there objection? 

Mr. GLASS. What is the request? 
Mr. HALE. That the unfinished business be temporarily 

laid aside, and that the Senate resume the consideration 
of the deficiency bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objec-· 
tion. The unfinished business is temporarily laid aside, and 
the Senate will resume the consideration of the deficiency 
bill. 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill <H. R. 
13975) making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies 
in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1933, and prior fiscal years, to provide supplemental appro
priations for the fiscal year ending_ June 30, 1933, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the reported amend
ments have been agreed to. The pending amendment is 
that offered by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR]. which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 13, line 3, after the word 
"each," it is proposed to insert: 

Provided, That no refund or credit of any income or profits, 
estate, or gift tax in excess of $5,000 shall be made after the 
enactment of this act until a report thereof giving the name of 
the person, corporation, or partnership to whom the refund or 
credit is to be made, the amount of such refund or credit, and 
all the facts and papers in connection therewith are submitted 
by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to the Joint COm
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation and action thereon taken 
by said committee. The said committee or its duly authorized 
staff shall have full access to all the papers and shall examine 
into and pass upon the case de novo, and no refund or credit 
shall be made until the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue 
Taxation or its duly authorized staff shall have so passed on 
such refund, fixed the amount thereof, and made its report to 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, and no refund shall be 
made without the approval of said committee or its duly au
thorized staff. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I shall ask in a few 
moments unanimous consent that the rules be suspended 
and this amendment voted upon as any other is voted upon. 
Before doing that, however, I want to explain again why 
I am asking for this unanimous consent and why I think 
this amendment should . be unanimously agreed to. 

The first thing I want to do is to read Decision No. 4204, 
as given out a few days ago: 

DECISION NO. 4204 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

New York, N. Y., December 14, 1932. 
In re: Estate of Ogden Mills, Ogden Livingston Mills et al., executors. 

An overassessment of estate tax in favor of the above-named 
taxpayer is determined in the amount of $5,915,295.22. 

Of the overassessment the amount of $5,691,803.17 is caused by 
the allowance of a credit under the provisions of section 301 (b) , 
revenue act of 1926, representing the amount of State inheritance 
taxes paid subsequent to the filing of the Federal estate-tax 
return. (Art. 9 (a), regulations 70.) 

The elimination of the value of certain property included in 
the gross estate in the return filed causes $199,909.49 of the over
assessment. After investigation, it is determined that the trans
fer of such property by the decedent durin~ his lifetime was not 
made in contemplation of nor intended to take effect in posses· 
sion or enjoyment at or after his death within the meaning of 
section 302 (c), revenue act of 1926, and the regulations promul
gated thereunder. (Heiner v. Donnan et al. (52 Sup. Ct. 358) .) 

The balance of the overassessment, ~ounting to $23,582.56, 
results from reductions in the values of certain assets included in 
the gross estate. Investigation discloses that the valuations of 
these assets were overstated in the return .filed. (Sec. 302 (a), 
revenue act of 1926; art. 13 (3), regulations 70.) 

Abatement, $5,869,951.90. 
Refund, $45,343.32. 

DAVID BURNET, Commissioner. 

Mr. President, this may be entirely all right; I do not 
know. Nobody knows. It was investigated by officials under 
Mr. Mills, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the result of 
this proceeding is that the Secretary of the Treasury is pass
ing upon his own claim. It is contrary to every proper idea 
of government in this country. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. HALE. The Senator does not mean that the Secre

tary of the Treasury passed on this matter himself, because 
he had nothing to do with it. The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue acts on. these matters. 

Mr. McKE.LLAR. The commissioner is appointed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. HALE. That is true. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Every official in the department who 

passes upon this thing is under the Secretary of the Treas
ury, .and, of course, whatever he does by another he does 
by himself under well-known principles of law. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. My attention was diverted a moment ago 

and I am not sure what the Senator read. Was it a news 
item appearing in the Washington News? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I read from a report furnished 
under an act of Congress which I had passed some years ago, 
which the Senator will recall. 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator permit me to read this 
news item. which refers to the same letter? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am perfectly willing to have the 
Senator do that. 

Mr. NORRIS. This is from the Washington News of 
January 5, this month. The article is as follows: 

MILLs'S EsTATE GETS $5,912,000 IN TAX REFUND, ABATEMENTS 

SECRETARY MILLS LISTED AS E"!l:ECUTOR OF FATHER'S HOLDINGS; STATE 
TAX WAS OVERASSESSED 

The Bureau of Internal Revenue to-day announced abatement 
of $5,869,951 and a refund of $45,343 to the estate of Ogden Mills, 
father of Secretary M1lls. 

The adjustments on the estate were allowed on overassessments 
of a State tax. 

The elimination of the value of certain property included in the 
gross estate in the return filed resulted in an overassessment of 
$199,909, the bureau said. 

Other deductions and allowances resulted from reductions in 
the values of certain assets included in the gross estate. Investi
gations showed that the valuations of these assets were overstated 
in the return filed, the bureau said. 

This is the particular paragraph to which I want to call 
the Senator's attention: 

Investigation determined that the transfer of property included 
in the gross estate by the elder ~nus during his lifetime was not 
made "in contemplation of nor intended to take effect in posses
sion or enjoyment at or after ·his death," it was said. 

Secretary Mills was listed as the executor of the estate. 

There may be absolutely nothing wrong in this transac
tion; I am not charging that there is, by any means. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Nor am I. 
Mr. NORRIS. But, in answer to a question asked him, 

the Senator was speaking of the appointees of Secretary 
Mills passing on this particular claim. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. If it is true, as this article states, that 

Secretary Mills is the executor of his father's estate, then he 
must, it seems to me, have made application himself, as 
such executor, and if he is one of the heirs, as I presume he 
is, having a personal interest in the outcome, he must him
self as executor have made the application for a refund or 
for an abatement. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To himself, as Secretary of the Treas
ury. 
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Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The question then is passed upon by I I dir~c~ the Senator's attention to another fact stated in 

some one under him in his department. the decision: 
Mr. McKELLAR. Of course. Investigation discloses that the valuations of these assets were 
Mr. NORRIS. Whether that is right or wrong, whether overstated in the return filed. 

it is just or unjust, every civilized man knows that in our One of the executors who filed the return was the present . 
system of jurisprudence, no matter what confidence one Secretary of the Treasury. He filed a return under the law. 
may have in the interest of a judge or a jw-y, he is pre- It was filed with himself, and he valued the assets, and one 
eluded from directly or indirectly passing upon something in of the reasons given for making this refund is that the Sec
which he has a personal interest. retary himself, as an executor, overvalued certain of the 

Mr. McKELLAR. I go one step farther. I say this, that securities. 
no good Secretary of the Treasury ought to want to have the Mr. NORRIS. In other words, the Secretary of the Treas
power to pass upon his own affairs, and no bad Secretary ury, if thest. circumstances are correct, is applying for a 
ought to be given the power. by the Congress. refund, a part of which is based upon the fact that he him-

Mr. NORRIS. Of course. Assuming, for the sake of the self in making the return as to the valuation put the valua
argument, that there is nothing wrong in this case, never- tion too high. 
theless the procedure is wrong; and if the law permits it, it Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; that is one of the grounds given. 
ought to be changed. Mr. NORRIS. So Mr. M.ills as an individual appraised 

Mr. McKELLAR. The law should be changed. certain property too high, and Mr. M.ills, as Secretary of the 
Mr. NORRIS. Because if there is a law that permits such Treasury, through his appointees, says it ought not to have 

a procedure, the end will certainly be corruption. It can not been so high. 
lead anywhere else. Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know the facts except as shown 

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Senator. I think the Sena- here. Here is a holding by Mr. Mills's appointee, his agent, 
tor is entirely correct. exactly the same in law as if it were Mr. Mills himself. He 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the holds that the conveyance of certain property was not made 
Senator from Tennessee permit me to propound an inquiry in contemplation of death. Of course, the only way that 
to the Senator from Nebraska? question could arise would be that the properties were con-

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield for that purpose. veyed within a period of two years before the elder Mills 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understand the pro- died. The executor, as Secretary of the Treasury, is passing 

cedure in the assessment of an estate tax to be for the upon the fact of whether or not it was made in contempla
executor to furnish the Treasury Department with full in- tion of death. He is the executor and he is Secretary of the 
formation, which they require in order to determine the tax Treasury. He makes the return and he then asks himself to 
due, upon blanks properly prepared for that purpose; that change the return. I am not saying there is anything wrong 
when the executor furnishes the information which is the about the matter. I do not know. We have not got the 
basis of fixing the tax, the Income Tax Bureau itself levies facts. The Congress is not given the facts upon which the 
the tax, and then the tax is paid by the executor. decision was based. The only thing I say is that the system 

In view of the large amount involved in this case, there is wrong. Mr. Mills ought not to have to present this matter 
must have been a grave and gross mistake made by some- to some one who is appointed by him. If the amendment I 
body. It would seem to me that a rebate of these propor- ask is adopted, there will be an independent officer of the 
tions would indicate that the taxpayer was indifferent to Government, not appointed by Mr. Mills, but appointed by 
his rights or some officials of the Government were tre- this body and the House, to investigate such matters, and 
mendously negligent or ignorant of their duties in originally that independent and impartial person will pass upon such 
levying a tax which required a rebate of this magnitude. questions. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator from Tennessee will permit I know the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] does not be-
me to go just a little farther- lieve that taxes ought to be assessed and collected in any 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. such way as that. 
Mr. NORRIS. The interruption of the Senator from Mas- Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the Senator states we have 

sachusetts has reminded me of another fact. It will be not the facts in the matter. A few days ago I read in the 
noticed that in this news item there are several items which, papers that a refund had been granted to Secretary Mills. 
put together, constitute a sum which in the aggregate Foreseeing that some question might arise on the floor of the 
amounts to $5,869,951. Part of it came about, this item Senate, I asked the department for an explanation, and I 
says, because of an overassessment of estate tax. Part of .it have here a letter, sent to me by Assistant Secretary of the 
came about from the elimination of the value of certam Treasury James H. Douglas, inclosing a memOI'andum from 
property. Another part came about, evidently, from some the commissioner signed by Adelbert Christy, acting deputy 
gift or transfer of property which was made before the de- commissioner, and I will ask that the clerk may read it. 
cedent died, and I presume a tax was levied upon it on the Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield for that purpose, if I may. 
theory that the gift or transfer was made or given in con- Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think the letter ought 
templation of death. These officials who have passed on the to be read. 
matter have held that it was not made in contemplation of Mr. NORRIS. Of course it ought to be read. 
death, and so they allowed a rebate. How much that all Mr. McKELLAR. Let the clerk read it. If there is any 
amounts to I do not know. doubt about it, I will read it myself. 

Mr. wALSH of Massachusetts. They originally ruled it The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will read, as re-
was in contemplation of death. quested. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And thereafter changed TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

th · · d Washington, January 6, 1933. 
eir mm s. MT-DC-AC. ET-4166-14th New York. Estate of Ogden M1lls. 
Mr. NORRIS. After Secretary Mills, as executor of the Date of death, January 29, 1929. 

estate, had made an application for refund. Memorandum for the commissioner: 
Mr. McKELLAR. Had made a claim for refund. There was issued in this case a certificate of overassessment in 

y the amount of $5,918,295.22. Of this amount the sum of $45,-
Mr. NORRIS. es. 343.32 was refunded. Of the overassessment $5,691 ,803.17 resulted 
Mr. McKELLAR. The record is perfectly plain. The de- from the allowance of a credit pursuant to the provisions of sec-

cision is titled " In the matter of the estate of Ogden Mills, tion 301 (b) of the revenue act of 1926 for the amount of State 
Ogden Livingston Mills et al. executors." In other words, inheritance taxes paid subsequent to the filing of the Fed.e:al 

· ' t f th S t ry'.. estate tax return. The return filed showed a total tax liabllity Secretary Mills and others, as execu ors o e. ecre a :- of $7 ,397,424.88. This amount, of course, was subject to a credit 
father's estate, make application to Secretary Mills for this j for taxes paid to the states to the extent of 80 per cent of the 
refund. amount. The bureau, however, assessed the total amount. Ac-
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cordingly, the overassessment in the amount of $5,691,803.17 
represents the total amount paid to various States for which ~he 
law gave them a credit against the Federal tax. There was m
cluded in the return transfers made within two years of the 
decedent's death in the amount of $1,312,690.09. Under the law 
as construed at the time of the filing of the return the amount of 
these transfers was required to be included. The Supreme Court, 
however, in the case of Heiner v. Donnan (52 S. ct. 358), held the 
conclusive presumption of the law unconstitutional. Upon in
vestigation it was ascertained that the entire amount of these 
transfers with the exception of $206,702.15, was not actually made 
in conte~plation of death, and under the law could, not be in
cluded. The elimination of these transfers counts for $199,909.49 
of the overassessment. The balance of the overassessment, 
amounting to $23,582.56, resulted from reduction in the value of 
certain assets included in the estate, investigation having dis
closed that the valuation of these assets was overstated in the 
return filed. 

ADELBERT CHRISTY, 
Acting Deputy Commissioner. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is about the same thing that we 
have here, if I was able to understand the reading. There 
is one explanation. It is substantially what the commis
sioner held. 

Leaving that matter for the moment, unless some one 
wants to · ask about it---

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the ·s-enator fron1 Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Alabama? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Cerkinly. 
Mr. BLACK. Does not the executor have the right to 

appeal to the Secretary of the Treasury under the law? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Under the law the way it is done is 

that Mr. Mills as executor files a petition to Mr. Mills as 
Secretary of the Treasury for a refund, and three young 
men down in the department somewhere are appointed on a 
committee to determine whether he is entitled to that re
fund. They make their report. As I explained here a day 
or two ago, that report goes on up until it gets to the Secre
tary of the Treasury, but none of the officials of the Treas
ury have examined into it, so they testify. 

Mr. BLACK. Is it or is it not a fact that the reports on 
these refunds are finally considered and approved, and they 
must be approved by the Secretary of the Treasury, either in 
actuality or technically? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. BLACK. So that in this case first of all there is the 

fact that it is approved and recommended for payment, 
showing that it must be approved by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, indeed. 
Mr. BLACK. Is there any other way it could get here? 
Mr. McKELLAR. No; there is no way it could get here, 

and there is no other way that the money could get out of 
the Treasury. 

Now I am going to ask unanimous consent---
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, before the Senator leaves 

that, may I ask him a question? 
Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 
Mr. NORRIS. I am referring to the memorandum which 

the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] had the clerk read. 
The first part of it would seem to be in explanation of part 
of it. There is a part of it as to which there is no ex:plana
tion, and I would like to call attention to that. Before I 
do that I want to call attention to the fact that the memo
randum is signed by the acting deputy commissioner, one of 
the underofficials of the department. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is just a matter of curiosity on my 
part to want to know the reason why the commissioner him
self did not sign it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose just to get it one step farther 
away from the Secretary. I want to read from the letter: 

There was included, in the return, transfers made within two 
years of the decedent's death in the amount of $1,312,690.09. 
Under the law as construed at the time of the filing of the return 
the amount of these transfers was required to be included. The 
Supreme Court, however, in the case of Heiner v. Donnan (52 
S. Ct. 358), held the conclusive presumption of the law uncon
stitutional. 

So that we may understand that, as I take it, the law 
provided that a transfer made within two years of death 

should be conclusively taken as having been made in con
templation of death. The Supreme Court held that Con
gress had no right to make that conclusive, but that it 
would be subject to proof and investigation; and that is the 
law he cites here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Ah, but if I recall the letter correctly, 
he in no place says that when they examined into the facts 
they found that the evidence showed that the transfer was 
not made !n contemplation of death. 

Mr. NOltRIS. I am going to read what he said, continu
ing where I left off: 

Upon investigation it was ascertained that the entire amount of 
these transfers, with the exception of $206,702.15, was not actually 
made in contemplation of death. 

Mr. McKELLAR. "Was not actually made." 
Mr. NORRIS. But he says "upon investigation." Who 

made the investigation? What authority did they have to 
make it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is what I am trying to find out. 
Mr. NORRIS. I take it the department made the investi

gation, but we have not the findings. We probably do know 
that it was an investigation made by parties who are not 
disinterested. It was made by the department, the head of 
which had a direct interest and who made the application 
for the review. Unless we can have explained to us what 
the facts and the circumstances were about these transfers, 
so that we might pass on the reasonableness of the conclu
sion as to whether they were made in contemplation of 
death, we are not able to act intelligently. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, and no one will ever know, 
because we allow the law to remain as it is, which allows 
the Secretary of the Treasury as Secretary of the Treasury 
to pass upon his claim as executor of the estate. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me suppose a case. A man of con
siderable wealth makes certain transfers. Within two years 
of the time he makes them he dies. The tax assessor says 
that under the law he must assess that property, but the 
administrative officials say the Supreme Court has held that 
it is subject to proof and that it is not a conclusive· pre
sumption. The appointees of the man who made the appli- · 
cation for a reduction, the man who is heir to the estate and 
has a personal financial interest in it, investigate and say 
the decedent was not thinking about death when he made 
the transfers. We do not know whether they are right or 
wrong. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is right in his statement. 
Nobody can tell until we have established an independent 
tribunal or official who will pass upon the question from 
an impartial standpoint, not one appointed by the Treas
ury, not an underofficial of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
not somebody whose head can be taken off. We know noth
ing about the facts. It reminds me of the old play Mikado, 
where they have a Poobah, who acted in two capacities. 
My recollection is, though it has been a long time ago that 
I saw the play, that the one man acted in one capacity and 
then in another. Here we have the Secretary of the Treas
ury passing upon his own claim. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I want to inquire whether the record 

shows the application for review was made while the appli
cant was Secretary of the Treasury or was it made before 
he took that office-not that it necessarily makes any dif
ference, but it might have some bearing upon the obliga
tion of those who made the investigation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That might be so. I do not know 
whether it was made before ·or after he became Secretary 
of the Treasury. He was First Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury or Under Secretary of the Treasury, and still in a 
position to have the Treasury Department pass upon his 
own claim. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Tennessee yield to the Senator from Utah? 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 
Mr. SMOOT. Do I understand the Senator to object to 

the part of the law in relation to presumption of death 
within two years? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not at all. 
Mr. SMOOT. Then, why does the Senator say that the 

transfer was made knowing that he was going to die two 
years before his death? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I never said any such thing at all. I 
said it was the result of the provision of the law that holds 
the presumption against a man who makes a transfer within 
two years of his death. 

Mr. SMOOT. And death occurred during that time. So 
why should the Senator bring the question up here as to the 
presumption of death within two years? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator wholly misunderstands the 
proposition. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator does not know whether there 
was any contemplation on the part of the individual that he 
was going to die within the two years. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know anything about it. 
Mr. SMOOT. Then why bring up the question? 
Mr. McKELLAR. For this reason: He is the Secretary 

of the Treasury, passing upon his own claim and saying 
that the transfer was not made in contemplation of death. 

Mr. SMOOT. It was not the Secretary of the Treasury 
that passed upon it; it was the bureau having in charge 
the investigation of such cases that passed upon it, after 
considering the question in all its phases. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He had his agents pass upon it, and 
whatever his agent does he does. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think he would for one moment 
say that his father contemplated death when he made the 
transfer. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course not. I do not mean to say 
that he did; I do not know anything about it. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it seems to me that the Sen
ator from Utah is unusually anxious to prevent the facts 
from being known. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not at all. 
Mr. NORRIS. The truth is that those of us who object 

to that explanation are asking for the truth and the facts, 
and the Senator says, "Why investigate that? His depart
ment has investigated it." But the head of the department 
is the interested party in the transaction. 

Mr. SMOOT. And so .the Senator--
Mr. NORRIS. We want somebody to investigate it who is 

not interested in the result. 
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it was investigated not by 

the Secretary of the Treasury at all; it may never have 
1·eached him. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator does not realize that the Sec
retary of the Treasury himself, as executor of his father's 
estate, made the application that brought about the refund, 
and when the Senator says it was not in his department, he 
is entirely wrong; it was all done in the Department of the 
Treasury. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Absolutely. 
Mr. NORRIS. No investigation was made by anybody else, 

so far as we have any evidence. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield for a speech? If so, he will lose the floor. 
Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator wants to ask a question, 

I will be glad to yield further. I wish, however, to call at
tention to what we are up against in this matter, if I may 
be allowed to express myself in a slangy way. Here we are 
asked to appropriate $28,000,000 as an emergency or de
ficiency appropriation-incid~ntally, out of an empty Treas
ury, but that is not the point-we are asked to appropriate 
$28,000,000, and nearly $6,000,000 of it is to go to the Sec
retary of the Treasury on a claim of the kind indicated. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Tennessee Yield to the Senator from Louisiana for a ques
tion? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield for a question. 

Mr. LONG. It appears to me that the Senator is trying 
to have an amendment put on the bill by unanimous con
sent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and I do not think any Senator 
ought to object. 

Mr. LONG. I hope the consent will be granted. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I hope so. 
Mr. LONG. But if it is not, I should like to suggest that 

if the Senator were to move to strike out that item and let 
it go on another bill and leave the relief money for those 
who are suffering in this city, it would not require unani
mous consent to do it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, when the Senator has 
been here as long as I have and knows as much about con
ferences as I think I know, he will realize that that would 
be a wholly useless thing to do. 

Mr. LONG. But I mean--
Mr. McKELLAR. I understand what the Senator means, 

to strike it out, but it would be restored in conference, and 
then we would be where we are now. 

Mr. LONG. I see the point. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I have had that happen before. It is 

like winning the judgment and losing the execution. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. President, I am through with that but I wish to come 
to another point. Here is real finance. Some of us Sena
tors have certainly made a great mistake by not going into 
the financial and utility business in our day and time. 

Here is the Middle West Utilities Co., the head of which, 
Mr. Samuel Insull, is now a fugitive from justice in Greece. 
I do not mean in g-r-e-a-s-e, though I expect he is in some 
of that and it has been pretty warm, but he is in the King
dom of Greece. The Middle West Utilities Co. was assessed 
in 1928 for the tidy little sum of $324,000. Mr. Insull thought 
that was right and paid it, but, being a business man, he 
comes back to a very kind and indulgent Treasury, to the 
right people, and makes application for a refund of that tax. 
To give the exact amount, he was assessed $324,399.90. I 
think any other less-favored man would have been satisfied 
to have paid some smP-ll tax to his Government, especially 
if he contemplated-we have been referring to contemplated 
death, but that is not exactly what he had in mind-running 
away to get out of the way of a criminal law. One would 
think that he would have been willing to pay a little tax, but 
he comes down here, and, bless your soul, goes into secret 
conclave with the tax authQrities of the United States Treas
ury, and what happens? He is paid back $266,008.05 in 
principal and $131,243.93 in interest, which is exactly 
$82,852.08 more than he was charged with in the beginning. 
In other words, when Mr. Insull deals in secret with officials 
of the Treasury Department instead of paying taxes he gets 
$82,000 plus--

Mr. NORRIS. For not paying taxes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. For not paying taxes. Ordinarily a 

man would be satisfied, any Senator on this floor would be 
satisfied if ·he paid. a tax this year or paid it last year and 
the Government would be gracious enough to give it all back 
to him; but Mr. Insull having power-and it will be remem
bered he used to have some power on this floor; I was 
threatened once with defeat because I voted against one of 
his henchmen on this very floor-but Mr. Insull having 
power and authority with our Treasury Department, not 
only gets it all back but he gets $82,000 more. That, Sen
ators, is the system that we 9,re called on to perpetuate. 

I think it would be very wise to have a roll call here. I 
wonder what Senator is going to vote to perpetuate such a 
dishonest, such a corrupt, such a wicked system as this of 
collecting the Nation's taxes. The first thing we know it 
will cost us more to collect the taxes than we actually re
ceive in the way of revenue. During the last 12 years we 
have paid out in refunds and rebates of taxes and credits, 
which are the same as cash, $4,000,000,000 of the people's 
money. That is why I am making the request for unani
mous consent. I can not imagine a Senator being willing 
to get upon this · floor in the face of these facts and say, 
"I object to amending the law so as to bring about justice 
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and fair play to the taxpayers and to the Government 
itself." 

When it comes to tax refunds, I do not want the country 
to overlook a company established at Toledo, Ohio, by the 
name of the Willys-Overland Co. Listen to this. In 1927 
that company made its own return of what was due the 
Government, and then-I do not know whether it was Mr. 
Willys or Mr. Overland; I do not know anything in the 
world about it-after it had made oath to its return some 
other official of the company comes along and makes oath 
that the return the other officer made was incorrect, and 
in 1928 they secured a refund of $677,567.43 principal and 
$66,099.43 interest. There is one thing about the Willys
Overland Co.; they do not just make a mistake one year; 
they keep on making mistakzs; it is a continuous per
formance. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. I may be mistaken, but, as I remember, 

Mr. Willys was appointed as ambassador to a foreign coun
try, and he necessarily had to keep up the honor and dig
nity of the Government of the United States--

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course. 
Mr. NORRIS. And he had to entertain very lavishly. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I have no doubt of it. 
Mr. NORRIS. And it cost a whole lot of money, and he 

probably did not know when he made out the return how 
much it was going to cost and did not know how much he 
wanted back. · · 

Mr. McKELLAR. I - imagine that to be so. Another 
thing about it is that it is unfair and unjust. Not only is it 
unfair, but think of the plight of poor Insull over in Gree·ce. 
He ought to have been appointed minister to Greece, and 
then he could not have been brought back; the Govern
ment would have saved him, not only the Treasury Depart
ment but the Government itself. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to interrupt the Senator to 
say--

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. NORRIS. I do not think Mr. Insull ought to be 

censured for that or that our Government ought to be cen
sured for not appointing him, because it is well known that 
the Democrats have decided that no nominees can be con
firmed up to the 4th of March, and so what is the use of 
appointing Mr. ·Insuii as minister to Greece? [Laughter.] 

Mr. McKELLAR. I admit the soft impeachment. I think 
the Senator is correct about it; but it is very unfair to poor 
Insull. 

Here is Willys-but the Senator interrupted me. That 
was not all that Willys got. He came back the very next 
year. Although he or his company had sworn before high 
Heaven that his returns were correct, he or somebody else 
came along next year and swore that they were incorrect 
after they made them; and here is what he got the next 
year: $225,000 and interest amounting to $17,540.75, a total 
of $986,207.61. 

You know, that is a pretty good income for two years, 
even if they were 1927 and 1928, and yet we enact laws that 
will permit things of that sort. 

So much for those. I want to speak of another one or 
two here. My heavens! These are small amounts. I was 
talking about the regulars. I said yesterday that the tax
l'efund business was the most lucrative business in this 
country, and it is under the present system. Four· billions 
of dollars shoveled out of the Treasury in the space of nine 
years! Let us show some of them. 

Here is the F. W. Woolworth Co. Of course, that may 
be regarded as a dole, because Mr. Woolworth does not 
seem to be worth as much money as Mr. Rockefeller; per
haps it ought to be made good by the Government so that 
he could have a little more; but let us see what he did with 
Mr. Woolworth. I will get it here in just a moment. 

Wait a minute; I believe I passed one. Oh, well, I 
passed one, but I ought to have p~ssed it. Here is the 
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Utah-Idaho Sugar Co., of Salt Lake City; Utah. They got 
only $161,000, so I just disregard that. [Laughter.] 
· Again I say that Mr. Insull has just cause for complaint 

against the administration of this Government. They paid 
him only $82,000 more than he himself paid as taxes, and 
$82,000 will not keep him very long in Greece, the way he 
spends money; but listen to what they did for Mr. Wool
worth: 

Overassessment (two cases); 1917 to 1921, inclusive, $1,182,-
528.11; 1922 to 1926, inclusive, $1,385,573.88. 

A total of $2,563,101.99. 
Two and a half million dollars! How did he get it out 

of the Treasury? Why, somebody that tells him about it 
has him make the claim, and thereupon some undisclosed 
person appoints a committee. Who it is, nobody knows. 
Mr. Mellon did not know. Mr. Bond did not know. Mr. 
Blair, the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, did not know. 
The Solicitor of the Treasury did not know. No responsible 
officer knew about it, but somebody appointed a committee 
of three, and that committee of three-not openly, but 
secretly, without the knowledge of anybody except the Wool
worth Co.-restored to the Woolworth Co. $2,568,101.99 of 
the people's money. 

Mr. WALSH. of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the document from 

which the Senator is reading, or any other document fur
nished in connection with the amount of these rebates and 
refunds, give us the original tax that was paid by the tax
payer? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No, sir . . 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So when we read such a 

statement as the Senator has just read, that the refund is 
over $1,000,000, there is no way of determining what per
centage that is of the total fund originally paid by the 
taxpayer? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will read what they say, so that we 
can be fair to Mr. Woolworth. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But does not the Senator 
think we ought to have a statement of the original tax that 
was paid, as well as . the amount of the refund, in order 
to find out what proportion one bears to the other; in other 
words, to find out in percentages how grave and serious 
these repeated errors and mistakes of taxpayers or officials 
of the Government are? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I believe the Senator 
has been here since 1923, has he not? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes; a little before that 
time. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Since 1923 or a little before. ·The Sen
ator has heard me, at least once a year and perhaps twice 
a year, ever since 1923, undertake to show the inadequacy 
of the law; to show the secrecy of these refunds, to show 
the determined rejection of every effort to have a fair and 
impartial hearing, and for the public to have the facts. 
But I want to read what is said here in explanation of this 
transfer of the Treasury's funds to Mr. Woolworth. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield a moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. One of the assistants on 

the floor has been kind enough to hand me a copy of the 
report from which the Senator is reading. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will find what I have · 
been reading on page 51. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I find, on page 8 of the 
same document, . that the refund to the Woolworth Co. in 
the first instance was 7.84 per cent, about 8 per cent, of the 
total payment, and the refund in the secm.1d instance was 
9.3 per cent, about 10 per cent. . 

Mr. McKELLAR. A large amount; but I am glad the 
Senator brought that up, because, unless he wants all the 
facts read into the RECORD, and I do not ~hink he doe~-
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. No; all that I want to 

say to the Senator is this: I have been here listening to 
what he has been saying, as we all do, for years; and it is 
regrettable that apparently no change has been made in 
the policy that has resulted in the payment of these re
bates. However honest and however straight and honor
able the men are who have been handling the matter, it 
does not look right. Year after year and month after 
month these rebates are being handed out in large sums of 
money. I can not understand why taxpayers, all of whom 
naturally are inclined to cling to all the money they can, 
should make such terrible errors in their returns; and I 
can not understand why officials of the Government who 
assess these taxes should make such terrible errors and per
mit these rebates and still retain their positions. Some of 
them ought to be discharged for making such gross errors. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think they ought; but the first thing 
we ought to do is to fix the law so that those errors can 
not be repeated. 

Now, Mr. President, before I ask for unanimous consent 
for the consideration of this amendment, I desire to point 
out some of the percentages of taxes that have been re
funded. 

Take the Bankers' Life Insurance Co., of Nebraska; 79 
per cent of their tax was refunded to them. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In one year? 
Mr. McKELLAR. One year's tax. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the 
RECORD-I will not take the time of the Senate to read it
the decision of the Treasury Department in relation to the 
estate of Ogden Mills. 

There being no objection, the decision was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

DECISION NO. 4204 
TREAsURY DEPARTMENT, BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 

New York, N. Y., December 14, 1932. 
In re: Estate of Ogden Mills, Ogden Livingston Mills et al., 

executors. 
An overassessment of estate tax in favor of the above-named 

taxpayer is determined in the amount of $5,915,295 .22. 
Of the overassessment the amount of $5,691 ,803.17 is caused by 

the allowance of a credit under the provisions ·of section 301 (b), 
revenue act of 1926, representing the amount of State inheritance 
taxes paid subsequent to the filing of the Federal estate tax re
turn. (Art. 9 (a), regulations 70.) 

The elimination of the value of certain property included in the 
gross estate in the return filed causes $199,909.49 of the overassess
ment. After investigation it is determined that the transfer of 
such property by the decedent during his lifetime was not made 
in contemplation of nor intended to take effect in possession or 
enjoyment at or after his death within the meaning of section 30a 
(c), revenue act of 1926, and the regulations promulgated there
under. (Heiner v. Donnan et al., 52 Sup. Ct. 358.) 

The balance of the overassessment amounting to $23,582.56 re
sults from reductions in the values of certain assets included in 
the gross estate. Investigation discloses that the valuations of 
these assets were overstated in the return filed. (Sec. 302 (a), 
revenue act of 1926; art. 13 (3), regulations 70.) · 

Dartmouth Manufacturing Co., 80 per cent. Abatement, $5,869,951.90. 
DAVID BURNET, Commissioner. 

Estate of Alonzo Barton Hepburn·; 98.42 per cent of the Refund, $45,343.32. 

tax was returned to him. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is de-
Estate of Gustave A. Kuemmerle, 80 per cent. manded, and the Senate will resume the consideration of 
Higgins Holding Co.: Here is a holding company in New the banking bill. 

York, the Higgins Holding Co. They gave in their return The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 4412). 
$355,000, every dollar of which was turned back, and $18,000 to provide for the safer and more effective use of the assets 
returned for interest, making a total of more than 100 per of Federal reserve banks and of national banking associa-
cent returned. tions, to regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue 

Estate of J. W. E. Bayly, of Louisville, Ky., 100 per cent. diversion of funds into speculative operations, and for other 
The Middle West Utilities Co., 82 per cent; but it was more purposes. 

than 100 per cent. Mr. BINGHAM and Mr. LONG addressed the Chair. 
Theta Oil Co. of Chicago, 78.39 per cent. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Con-
Now, listen to this: Det Forende Dampskibs Selskab, a necticut. 

foreign company; 81 per cent of its taxes was returned to it. Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I did not yield to the Senator 
Boston & Maine Railroad, 65.66 per cent. from Connecticut. 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON], a day or 

two ago, said that they passed upon the California & Hawai- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognized the 
Senator from Connecticut first. 

ian Sugar Co; and, as I remember, his statement was that 
they saved something like a million dollars by passing upon Mr. LONG. I had the floor when we laid aside this bill. 
it. Now, I read the facts about it. They paid back 100 per The PRESIDING OFFICER. A Senator can not retain 
cent of the tax to that sugar company. the floor indefinitely. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Why did they do that? Mr. LONG. A Senator can retain the floor until he sur-
Mr. McKELLAR. Who knows why? They will not dis- renders the floor, can he not? I consented to the laying 

close why. aside of this bill as a courtesy to the Senators handling the 
Fred M. woolworth estate, 77 per cent. deficiency bill, that they might take it up out of the regular 
Mrs. Adelaid H. c. Frick; 98 per cent of her tax, amount- order; and when the regular order is resumed we come back 

ing to $410,000, was returned to her. to the Glass bill. 
Travelers Insurance Co.; 75 per cent of its tax was re- The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is not according to the 

turned. rules. The Senator from Connecticut is recognized. 
So, Mr. President, with this record of incompetency and Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, the situation at the pres .. 

inefficiency, to say the least about it, I am going to ask-and ent moment is as follows: 
I hope no Senator will object-! am going to ask unanimous It is very important for the poor people of the District 
consent, without regard .to the rules, to have a vote on insert- of Columbia to secure relief. The funds available for feed
ing at the top of page 13, after the word " each," in line 3, ing the hungry, and clothing those who are without clothing, 
the proviso that has been read. May it be read again? and employing the unemployed, are virtually exhausted, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennes- and will be exhausted within 48 hours, I am informed by 
see asks unanimous consent to suspend section 4 of Rule XVI those in charge of the funds. 
of the Senate. Is there objection? Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, the Senator has already Mr. BINGHAM. In just a moment. Last spring the Sen-
given notice of his intention to ask a suspension of the rules ate approved an appropriation of $600,000 for this purpose. 
for this purpose. When the matter went into conference the House conferees 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has. suggested that that was a pretty large amount, and might 
Mr. MOSES. Then I think the matter should go forward not all be needed, and they said that if we would agree to 

in orderly fashion; and if two-thirds of the Senate wish to one-half of that amount, they would see that more would 
do it in orderly manner, we can. Otherwise I certainly shall be provided in the first de:ficl.ency bill at this session if the 
object. · need should arise. Accordingly the Senate conferees agreed 

Mr. McKELLAR .. If the Senator objects, then I demand. I and the Senate agreed. It was later found that the amount 
the regular order. provided was sufficient for only a few months. 
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When the deficiency bill now pending was introduced in 

the House the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
and others interested in the necessity for relief came before 
the House committee, and the House agreed that not only 
was $300,000 more needed, but that more than $600,000 was 
needed at the present time. The House approved of that 
very large amount, and that is the amount carried in the 
pending bill. The Senate committee has not disapproved 
of it, but, after investigating, has approved that appro
priation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To what bill is the Senator referring? 
Mr. BINGHAM. The deficiency appropriation bill. The 

Senator from Tennessee believes very earnestly, and he has 
made a most eloquent and compelling argument, that the 
law with regard to refunds of taxes should be amended. 
There are many on this floor who agree with him. But it 
has been the ru1e of the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions for some years that the old practice of amending the 
law by putting riders on appropriation bills to change legis
lation should not be followed unless two-thirds of the Sen
ate decided that there was a great necessity for doing so 
and desired to have that done. 

When two-thirds of the Senate votes to suspend the rules 
and place an amendment providing new legislation on an 
appropriation bill, it is always done. The Senate by a two
thirds vote suspends the rule, the amendment is then in 
order, and goes on the bill, provided a majority of the 
Senate votes for it. 

That ru1e in the last few years, according to my recollec
tion-certainly since the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington, Mr. Jones was chairman of the committee-has 
been agreed to, no matter how much any of us wanted to 
have new legislation put on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. President, I wish that the Senator from Tennessee 
would follow the custom of the Committee on Appropriations 
and would insist on his motion for a suspension of the rules. 
He has made a most eloquent argument as to why this legis
lation should be adopted. I do not know whether he can 
secure a two-thirds vote to suspend the rules or not, but that 
is the regular procedure. 

He does not follow that procedure but asks unanimous con
sent that the rules be suspended. He would do away with 
the necessity of getting a two-thirds vote on the suspension 
of the rules, and because that is objected to, he then throws 
us back into a determined filibuster, carried on most elo
quently by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], exercis
ing his rights, in opposition to another bill. But what is the 
effect? The effect is to prevent the appropriation of the 
necessary funds for the relief of the poor and distressed in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. President, in any other city in the United States, if this 
situation existed, the mayor wou1d call a meeting of the 
board of aldermen, and the board of aldermen--

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BINGHAM. In just a moment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecti

cut declines to yield. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I am sure 

the Senator from Connecticut will yield. I am satisfied that 
if he will suspend we may have a vote. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Very well, Mr. President; that is very 
good news. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Before doing that--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Con

necticut give up the floor? 
Mr. BINGH...<\M. I give up the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisi

ana [Mr. LONG] is recognized. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. LONG. I yield, with the understanding that I do 

not surrender the floor. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I surrendered the floor 

with the understanding that we would resume considera
tion of the deficiency bill and have a vote on the motion 
of the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. LONG. That is what I am trying to have done, so 
that the Senator from Tennessee may bring up his motion 
to suspend the rules. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Louisi

ana can not yield except for a question. 
Mr. LONG. Very well, Mr. President. Then I ask unan

imous consent of the Senate that I may yield in order that 
the Senator from Tennessee may move to suspend the ru1es 
and get a vote on his motion, without my yielding the floor. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the pending bill--

Mr. LONG. I do not yield the floor. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, as I under

stand, the Senator from Louisiana is willing to yield in 
order that the Senate may take up the deficiency bill and 
proceed to a vote on the motion of the Senator from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. LONG. That is correct. I ask unanimous consent 
that I may do that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending business be laid aside temporarily, and that we 
proceed to the consideration of the deficiency bill, House 
bill 13917. 

Mr. BINGHAM and Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecti
cut. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I would like to add to that, for the pro
tection of the Senator from Louisiana, the request that when 
the Senate goes back to the consideration of the banking 
bill the Senator from Louisiana be accorded the floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I do not think that is 
necessary. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I suggest that there be included in the 
unanimous-consent request the proposal that we have an 
immediate vote upon the motion of the Senator from Ten
nessee to suspend the ru1es, so that we shall have no more 
debate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask whether there would be 
any objection to having a roll call. 

Mr. BINGHAM. None whatever on my part. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What was the request of 

the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. McKELLAR. That we have an immediate roll call. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As soon as the bill is 

taken up. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 

unanimous-consent request of the Senator from Tennessee? 
The Chair hears none, and it is agreed to. 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
13975) making appropriations to supply urgent deficiencies 
in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, . 
1933, and prior fiscal years, to provide supplemental appro
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Now, Mr. President, I offer my amend
ment, which I will ask the clerk to read, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays on my motion to suspend the rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment has been 
read, and the question is on the motion of the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] to suspend section 4 of Rule XVI. 
The Senator from Tennessee has asked for the yeas and 
nays on the motion to suspend the rule. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas (when his name was called). 
I have a pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. REEDJ. I do not know how he would vote if present. 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. REYNOLDS] and vote "yea." 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (when Mr. SmPSTEAD's name was 
called) . I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of 
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the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SmPSTEAD]. If 
present, the Senator from Minnesota would vote " yea." 

Mr. GLASS <when Mr. SwANsoN's name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. SWANSON] is unavoidably absent from the 
Senate Chamber. I am not sure how he would vote if 
present. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana. I have a general pair with 

the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENs]. I 
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. SHIPSTEAD] and VOte "yea." 

Mr. GLENN <when his name was called). I have a gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
SWANSON]. In his absence I withhold my vote. 

Mr. METCALF {after having voted in the negative). I 
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGS]; but as he is not present, I transfer that pair 
to the junior Senator from California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE], and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general 
pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEAN] with the Sena
tor from Illinois [Mr. LEwis]; and 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] with the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I desire to announce that the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] is detained from the 
Senate on account of illness. If present, he would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I desire to announce that the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN], the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
HAWES], the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], the Sena .. 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. HuLL], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessarily detained on official 
business. 

The roll call having been concluded, it resulted-yeas 52, 
nays 26, as follows: 

Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Black 
Blaine 
Borah 
Bratton 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Byrnes 
Capper 
Caraway 
Coolidge 

Austin 
Barbour 
Bingham 
Broussard 
Carey 
Dale 
Davis 

Copeland 
Costigan 
Couzens 
Cutting 
Dill 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Glass 
Hale 
Harrison 
Hayden 
Johnson 

YEAS-52 
Kendrick 
King 
La Follette 
Logan 
Long 
McGill 
McKellar 
McNary 
Neely 
Norris 
Nye 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 

NAY&-26 
Dickinson He bert 
Fess Howell 
Goldsborough Keyes 
Gore Metcalf 
Grammer Moses 
Hastings Oddie 
Hatfield Patterson 

NOT VOTING-18 
. Ashurst Hull Reed 

Brookhart Kean Reynolds 
Connally Lewis Shlpstead 
Glenn Norbeck Shortridge 
Hawes Pittman Stephens 

Russell 
Schall 
Schuyler 
Sheppard 
Smith 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Smoot 
Steiwer 
Townsend 
Walcott 
Watson 

Swanson 
Tydings 
White 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this question the yeas 
are 52, the nays 26. Two-thirds of the Senators present and 
voting having voted in the affirmative, the rules are sus
pended and the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKELLAR] is in order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I now offer the amend
ment and ask that the clerk may read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
read. 

The CHIEF CLERK. The Senator from Tennessee offers 
the following amendment: 

Taxation and action thereon taken by said committee. The said 
committee, or its duly authorized staff, shall have full access to 
all the papers and shall examine into and pass upon the case 
de novo, and no refund or credit shall be made until the Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation, or its duly authorized 
staff, shall have so passed on such refund, fixed the amount 
thereof, and made its report to the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue; and no refund shall be made without the approval of 
said committee or its duly authorized staff." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Tennessee in what respect his amendment changes the pres
ent law? 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator has a copy of the 
amendment before him, he will note that it reduces the 
amount involved, in the first place, from claims of $75,000 
to claims of $5,000. Then it gives the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation or its duly authorized staff the 
power to pass on taxing refunds anew and provides that 
no payment shall be made of a refund until it has been 
passed on by such Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, does the Senator from Ten
nessee contemplate an enlargement of the personnel of the 
staff of the committee? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; that is not contemplated. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, allow me to invite the 

attention of the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoRAH] to the 
last sentence of the amendment, which provides that "no 
refund shall be made without the approval of such com
mittee or its duly authorized staff." In a private conversa
tion with a very distinguished member of the staff I learn 
that if this becomes the law the staff will have to be very 
largely increased, as the amount of business which then 
must come before the committee will be very greatly in
creased. At the present time the committee only looks into 
refunds of $75,000 or over. Under the amendment the com
mittee must not only look into every claim involving $5,000 
and over but nothing can be paid without the approval of 
such committee or its duly authorized staff. In other words, 
it confers upon the staff of the joint committee the same 
power as the Court of Claims of the United States and gives 
that body the power of ultimate decision in regard to claims 
against the Government for everything above $5,000 in the 
case of refunds. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am not going to take the 
time of the Senate; but it seems to me rather extraordinary 
that the staff should be permitted to pass upon these mat
ters. It is perfectly proper for the committee itself to pass 
upon them, but for the staff to pass upon matters of this 
kind seems to me to be rather exceptional. However, I 
shall not detain the Senate to discuss the matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend
ment of the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Let us 4ave the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GLENN (when his name was called). Having a gen

eral pair with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwAN
soN], who is necessarily detained from the Senate, I am not 
at liberty to vote. 

Mr. METCALF (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as before, I vote" nay." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas <when his name was called). 
Announcing the same pair and transfer as on the last vote, 
I vote "yea." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana <when his name was called). 
Making the same announcement as on the previous vote 
with reference to my general pair and its transfer, I vote 
"yea." 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE (when Mr. SmPSTEAD's name was 
On page 13, line 3, after the word "each," insert "Provided, called). I desire to announce the unavoidable absence of 

That no refund or credit of any income or profits, estate, or gift 
tax in excess of $5,000 shall be made after the enactment of this the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD]. If 
act until a report thereof giving the name of the person, corpora- present, he would vote "yea." 
tion, or partnership to whom the refund or credit is to be made, The roll call was concluded. 
the amount of such refund or credit, and all the facts and papers 
in connection therewith are submitted by the commissioner of Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general 
Internal Revenue to the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue , pairs: 
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The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEAN] with the Sen

ator from lllinois [Mr. LEwis]; and 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] with the Senator 

from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 
Mr. HARRISON (after having voted in the affirmative). 

I have a pair with the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY]. I find I can transfer that pair to the junior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. HuLL], which I do, and per
mit my vote to stand. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I desire to announce that the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] is detained from the 
Senate on account of illness. If present, he would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. SHEPPARD. I wish to announce that the Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HAwEs], the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. HuLL], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS] are necessarily detained on 
official business. 
· The result was announced-yeas 51, nays 26, as follows: 

Ashurst 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Black 
Blaine 
Borah 
Bratton 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Byrnes 
Capper 
Caraway 

Austin 
Barbour 
Bingham 
Broussard 
Carey 
Dale 
Davis 

Coolidge 
Copeland 
Costigan 
Couzens 
Cutting 
Dill 
Fletcher 
Frazier 
George 
Glass 
Harrison 
Hayden 
Howell 

YEA8-51 
• Johnson 
Kendrick 
King 
La Follette 
Logan 
Long 
McGill 
McKellar 
Neely 
Norris 
Nye 
Robinson, Ark. 
Robinson, Ind. 

NAY8-26 
Dickinson Hebert 
Fess Keyes 
Goldsborough Metcalf 
Grammer Moses 
Hale Oddie 
Hastings Patterson 
Hatfield Schuyler 

NOT VOTING-19 
Brookhart Hull Pittman 
Connally Kean Reed 
Glenn Lewis Reynolds 
Gore McNary Shipstead 
Hawes Norbeck Shortridge 

Russell 
Schall 
Sheppard 
Smith 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla.. 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

Smoot 
Steiwer 
Townsend 
Walcott 
Watson 

Stephens 
Swanson 
Tydings 
White 

So Mr. McKELLAR's amendment was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is still open to amend-

ment. 
Mr. COPELAND. I send forward an amendment. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the amendment be reported. 
The CHIEF CLERK. At the bottom of page 5 it is proposed 

to add: 
BUREAU OF PLANT QUARANTINE 

Foreign plant quarantine: For enforcement of foreign plant 
quarantines at the port of entry and/ or port of export; expendi
tures therefor to be made from funds provided for the enforce
ment of foreign plant quarantines in the act making appropria
tions for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 1933. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President-
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

New York yield to me? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. COPELAND. Yes. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Has the amendment been recommended 

by the Budget Bureau? 
Mr. COPELAND. No. Let me make an explanation. 
Mr. President, I am fully aware that this amendment is 

subject to a point of order; I have been warned, too, by the 
chairman of the committee that he intends to raise the 
point of order; but I feel that the Senate should have 
knowledge of this matter. 

Every State producing apples, whether it be one of the 
Northwestern States or those on the Atlantic seaboard, has 
had great trouble of late because of the difficulty of hav
ing the American fruit received in various foreign coun
tries. One such country, a large consumer of apples, has 
sent inspectors to our country to make inspections. As the 
result of their work there has been a large decline in our 
exportation of apples. 

We have an opportunity, I am assured by the Agricul
tural Department, to make a friendly gesture to that country 
because it sends to us large quantities of grapes. If one of 
our inspectors could make an inspection of grapes, as apples 
are inspected by the representatives of that country in our 
land, it is believed there would be a resumption of cordial 
relations which would permit the continued exportation of 
apples. 

The reason I say the amendment is subject to a point 
of order is that I undertake therein to change the law 
which provides merely for inspection in our ports. I have 
added the words" and/or port of export," and I believe such 
an amendment should be made. The Department of Agri
culture authorities assure me that they have the funds; that 
there will be no need of an appropriation; I have been ap
pealed to by the apple raisers of Virginia and of my own 
State as well as of some of the Northwestern States that 
this should be done; and I hope, in view of the fact that it 
will not involve the expenditure of money, that the chair
man of the committee will not raise the point of order 
against the amendment and that we may have the relief 
which the adoption of the amendment will afford . 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I should like very much to 
oblige the distinguished Senator from New York, but the 
amendment clearly proposes legislation on an appropria
tion bill, and I must, therefore, make the point of order 
against it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I, of course, realize that 

if the Senator from Maine raises the point of order the 
Chair must sustain it. I am sorry that the chairman feels 
that way, because I shall renew my effort in the regular 
appropriation bill, hoping that there we may have relief 
for the coming year. I think, however, it is unfortunate 
that the point of order should be raised. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I find myself somewhat in 
the position of the Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND]. 
The matter, however, concerning which I shall offer an 
amendment is one of such extraordinai·y importance that I 
desire to present the amendment and have it read, and then 
rest upon whatever ruling may be made in relation to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from California will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 33, after line 3, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

TITLE ill--GOVERNMENT PURCHASE OF AMERICAN GOODS 

SECTION 1. Unless inconsistent with the public interest, or un
less the cost is unreasonable, and notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, only such unmanufactured articles, materials, and 
supplies as have been mined or produced within the limits of the 
United States, and only such manufactured articles, mat erials, and 
supplies as have been manufactured within the limits of the 
United States wholly of articles, materials, or supplies mined, pro
duced, or manufactured, as the case may be, within the limits 
of the United States, shall be acquired for public use, and no ap
propriation heretofore or hereafter made shall be available for such 
acquisition or for payment to any contract or, subcontractor, mate
rial men, or suppliers for such acquisition. This sect ion shall not 
apply with respect to articles, materials, or supplies for use outside 
the limits of the United States, or to be used for experimental or 
scientific purposes, or if articles, materials, or supplies of the class 
or kind to be used are not mined, produced, or manufactured, as 
the case may be, within the limits of the United States. 

SEc. 2. T'nis title shall take effect immediately upon its enact
ment, but shall not apply to any contract entered into prior to 
such effective date. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate 
for only a few moments. There are certain instances which 
have come to the knowledge of various individuals in this 
country of contracts which are likely to be let upon bids 
within a very brief period, which contracts, because of the 
law requiring the lowest bid to be accepted, will go abroad. 
They are in such sums as to be of very great consequence 
to manufacturers in our country. The design of the amend-
ment is to prevent that sort of thing. 

I recognize that if the point of order is made against, it 
the President of the Senate must of necessity sustain that 
point of order, but I want to call the importance of this 
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particular matter to -the -attention of the Senate so that, 
if it shall be necessary hereafter upon a motion to suspend 
the rules in relation to any other appropriation bill, the 
Senate will be familiar with the situation. I wish, of course, 
it were possible fo:r the chairman of the committee not to 
make his point of order and to permit this amendment, 
which is designed solely in this crisis to aid American manu
facturers and producers, to be passed upon by the Senate, 
so that it might without delay be adopted and made a part 
of this bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President---
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Cali

fornia yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. In the Post Office and Treasury ap

propriation bill there are a number of items of legislation, 
and I suggest to the Senator that before that bill comes up 
he examine those several items, and it may be possible that 
his amendment may come in on that bill. It seems to me to 
be a very wise and proper amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the Senator from Tennessee. 
and I am protecting myself upon that bill by both a motion 
and in the fashion suggested, so that, if it be necessary, I 
may do that. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Cali

fornia yield to the Senator from Arizona? 
Mr. JOHNSON. I yield. 
Mr. ASHURST. I am certain that it is within the literary 

and parliamentary capacity of the Senator from California, 
by revamping his amendment, to make it apply only to this 
particular bill in such a way that it will not be subject to 
a point of order by making his amendment a limitation on 
the sums of money appropriated in this particular bill. 
The Senator could then make .the motion seriatim on each 
bill that may come up hereafter. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the Senator from Arizona for 
the suggestion, but I fear that this bill, carrying no appro
priation but dealing ·only with deficiencies, might not admit 
of the plan suggested by him. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I am entirely in sympathy with 
the purport of the Senator's motionf but it clearly proposes 
legislation on an appropriation bill, and certainly I can not 
consent to it going on the deficiency bill. I hope the Senator 
will take it up later in connection with some other measure. 

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator may be assured I will do 
that. 

Mr. HALE. In the meantime I should like to say to the 
Senator the entire matter is being considered by the Com
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments with 
a view to securing legislation covering the whole point. 

Mr. JOHNSON. But my difficulty-and that is the only 
reason for taking the action I have-is that in the interim 
the very thing that we seek to prevent may occur. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the Chair to understand the 
Senator from Maine to have made a point of order? 

Mr. HALE. I make the point of order against the amend
ment that it proposes legislation on an appropriation bill 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is sustained. 
The bill is open to amendment. If there be no further 

amendment, the question is, Shall the amendments be 
engrossed? 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the 
bill read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 
Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate insist on its amend

ments, ask for a conference with the House of Representa
tives, and that the conferees on the part of the Senate be 
appointed by the Chair·. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President ap
pointed Mr. HALE, Mr. SMOOT, Mr. KEYES, Mr. GLASS, and 
Mr. McKELLAR conferees on the part of the Senate. 

THE BANKING ACT 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the agreement, the Chair 
lays before the Senate the unfinished business. 

The Senate Tesumed consideration of the bill (S. 4412) to 
provide for the safer and more effective use of the assets of 
Federal reserve banks and of national banking associations, 
to regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue diversion 
of funds into speculative operations, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] 
to the amendment of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG]. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, a number of Senators may 
feel, since we are within about 30 minutes of our regular 
time of adjournment, that we probably ought to take a re
cess now, but I will ask them to indulge me 30 more minutes 
to-day. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi

ana yield to the Senator from Connecticut? . 
Mr. LONG. I yield for a question; yes, sir. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Is the Senator willing during those 30 

minutes to permit the Treasury and Post Office appropria
tion bill to come before the Senate and get under way? Per
haps we might adopt some of the amendments to that bill. 
Would the Senator be willing to agree to a request for unan
imous consent that the unfinished business be temporarily 
laid aside and that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the Treasury and .Post Office appropriation bill? 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator would not mind, I would pre
fer not to yield to his request. We will be adjourning in 30 
minutes, and I will yield for that purpose to-morrow. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Very well. 
Mr. LONG. I will be glad to discuss the suggestion at the 

hour when we recess this evening, to see if we can not ar
range what the Senator desires. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Louisiana has 
the floor. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I wish to make a little expla
nation, so that I shall not be misunderstood. 

The data which I furnished to the clerk this morning, 
which the Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] so very kindly 
consented to have published, contained a few comments 
through the bill, explaining the changes which are included 
in the text of what will be printed to-morrow. I just 
wanted that understood. It was so difficult to strike it out, 
and I had so little time, that I do not want the Senator from 
Virginia to think I am imposing on his good nature. I hope 
he will have no objection to that. 

Mr. President, I shall not have the time this evening to 
go into a few of my remarks which I had reduced to writing. 
I had expected to cover some of the data, so that I might 
make no mistake, but I am going to reserve this for to
morrow; but probably by to-morrow I shall be able to 
familiarize myself with these recent statistics to a point 
where I can more succinctly state them, possibly without 
reading them. 

I believe that we have all seen the futility and the lack 
of wisdom of hastily reforming the Federal reserve system 
in the closing days of this Congress. I think the experience 
we have had shows us that we need to study the matter to 
see just what the changes are that we are making. 

To-morrow morning, when Senators return here, they will 
have on their desks printed copies of the bill showing the 
text of the old act; showing in italics what new matter has 
been added; and showing, with a line run through the words, 
what has been deleted from the old Federal reserve act. In 
other words, the Members of the Senate to-morrow will no 
longer be in the dark as we proceed to consider this bill, 
which I hope will not take a very long time. We shall have 
on each Senator's desk the text-which I have undertaken 
to prepare for the purpose of expediting the legislation-of 
the law as it now exists on the statute books, and, as I said, 
in italics we will show what is added to the present provi
sions and with a line run through the lettering we will show 
what is deleted from the present existing Federal reserve act 
by the bill now under consideration. 

I am somewhat at a loss; it is with some delicacy that I 
proceed now, without that information before me. I had 
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only one copy of it. We had to make it in red and in black, 
and the Senate will see that it was impossible to make a 
carbon copy. The red, of course, would not go through the 
carbons. Therefore, · I had to surrender to the Public 
Printer the only manuscript t had of this bill, showing the 
changes; and I will not have that back until to-morrow 
morning, at which time each Member of the Senate for the 
first time will have placed before him a composite repro
duction of this entire story, showing the changes, deletions, 
and additions. 

At the time of day when I was requested to yield to a 
unanimous-consent agreement-

Mr. President, with such confusion in the Chamber, I 
really wonder whether we should not recess now. If any 
of the Senators wish me to yield in order that he may move 
to recess, I shall be glad to do so. There are such a few 
minutes left. 

Have I the right to move a recess, Mr. President, without 
giving up the floor? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator has not. 
Mr. LONG. I have not the right to move a recess? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will lose the floor if 

he does. 
Mr. LONG. I will lose the floor if I move a recess? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator yield? 
Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi

ana yield for that purpose? 
Mr. LONG. I do. 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, has any business been trans

acted since the last quorum call? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Oh, yes. The deficiency bill 

has been passed since there was a quorum call. 
Mr. GLASS. Very well. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen

ators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Caraway Hale Russell 
Austin Carey Harrison Schuyler 
Barbour Cooltdge Hastings Sheppard 
Barkley Copeland Hayden Smith 
Bingham Costigan Howell Steiwer 
Black Couzens Johnson Thomas, Okla. 
Blaine Davis Long Townsend 
Bratton Fess McGill Trammell 
Broussard Fletcher McKellar Vandenberg 
Bulkley Frazler Moses Walcott 
Bulow Glass Neely Wheeler 
Byrnes Goldsborough Norris White 
Capper Grammer Oddle 

. The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-one Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. LONG. How many were present, Mr. President? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-one, the clerk reports to 

the Chair. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, it was the idea of the Senator 

from Oklahoma that some of the Senators should come 
back and listen to my speech. I thought myself they ought 
to do so, but I hated to admit it; but, if any of the Senators 
do not think they should, I am not going to insist on it. 

I shall have to ask for order, Mr. President. There is 
so much noise that I can not hear anything. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Senate be in order, 
so that the Senator may be heard. [A pause.] The Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. If anybody misses anything I say, I do not 
want to be responsible fm· it. [Laughter in the galleries.] 
The blame can not be charged to me. 

There is a whole lot to be said on this bill, as I said a 
moment ago, and a number of the Senators were not .here. 
I hope they will all stay here until I repeat the statement 
that I made in their absence. I hope no one will leave until 
I have finished restating that matter. 

What I was saying was this: That by to-morrow morning, 
when the Senators return here, there will be prepared and 
laid on each Senator's desk a copy of the bill showing just 

what has baen cut out of the old Federal reserve act and 
what has been added to it. That will be done in this way: 
We will take the old Federal reserve act and have that 
printed in ordinary black type. Then in italics we will have 
printed just what has been added, and then with the ordi
nary type with a line through it we will have printed what 
is being stricken from the old act. In order that that might 
be done, I had to surrender the only copy of the material 
I had and send it to the Printing Office, because I had in 
red type what was being added and underscored in red what 
was being stricken out, and since the color could not be car
ried on to a carbon copy, no copy having been made, and 
the Government Printing Office needing the only copy which 
I had, I will be somewhat handicapped in presenting this 
case the balance of the afternoon until the morning. If I 
make any mistakes, Senators will, I am sure, permit me to 
correct them and pardon me for having made them under 
these circumstances. 

The Senator from Virginia said that he had all of this 
information himself. I did not know about it at the time; 
and had he informed me that he had such information, I 
would as soon have had his data printed as to have had 
mine printed, as I presume they would have been substan
tially the same. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that at this time I will be 
able to cover as much of the bill as I would like to, and 
such being the case I hesitate to request anyone to remain 
here very long to listen to me this evening. The Senate has 
indulged me a good deal of its time and permitted me to 
go through what I conceive to be my duty to the Senate in 
covering the bill. But the branch banking feature is re
ceiving so much unfavorable comment, so few are in favor 
of it, that it is more than a waste of effort to keep the bill 
before the Senate now. 

This bill ought to be permanently sidetracked. I am told 
by the chairman of the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency that he does not think there is a ghost of a show for 
the bill even to come out of the committee over in the House, 
much less pass the House. Why take up time here with a 
useless formality, wasting time, when we ought to be doing 
something else? 

Mr. President, I will have to demand order. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will be in order. 

The Senator has asked for order, and is entitled to order. 
If Senators desire to converse, they should go to the cloak
room. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am entitled to be heard in 
this matter. I am trying to present the matter to those 
who wish to hear about it, those who feel that they might 
be persuaded by what I say, provided what I say is backed 
up by facts and statistics which will be valuable in forming 
an opinion. I do not know, now, just how much weight I 
would attach to the argument I am in position to make just 
now, much of my data not being here, as I have explained. 
But, as I have said time and again, if we are going to pass 
any legislation, we ought not to be dealing with useless for
malities here when we know that this bill not only can not 
pass the Senate, but can not pass the House at all. It 
never would get out of the committee over in the House. I 
doubt whether it would ever be heard before a committee, 
but it would not be reported there without a hearing being 
held. They have a way over there of requiring a hearing 
on important legislation. There has never been a hearing 
on this bill in the Senate. It was introduced one day, re
ferred to a committee the same day, sent back the same day, 
and put on the calendar, just a mere empty formalism. 

It is proposed to take the Secretary of the Treasury off 
the Federal Reserve Board. It is just a small matter to 
take away the right of the United States Treasury to re
ceive the returns from a franchise tax, which it now gets, 
amounting to many millions of dollars, I do not know how 
many millions, but plenty, I suppose. That is a small mat
ter. There is no need of a hearing about that, particularly 
when the money is going from the Government to the 
banks. Of course, if it had been going from the banks, 
that would have been a matter on which they would have 
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required a prolonged hearing, becaUse something might have 
been extorted out of the ·banks. But taking a few hundred 
million dollars out of the Treasury of the United States, 
and allowing it to go to the banks, is not a matter of suffi
cient significance even to require a hearing on the bill. 

It is proposed that $125,000,000 of the Government's money 
be donated and contributed to a liquidating corporation. 
That is no matter at all, according to the computation, 
all of that without any hearing before a Senate committee, 
no consideration whatever, such as is given here on the 
:floor. 

Mr. President, this matter requires serious thought. We 
are dealing with monumental questions. It requires finan
cial advice. Who has had any financial advice on this bill? 
I venture to say that I am one of the few men in the Senate 
who has had financial advice on this bill. I have had 
plenty. I would venture to say that more of the bankers in 
favor of this bill have seen me than have seen any other 
man in the Senate. 

Some Senators may think the bankers are going to call 
on them if they agree with them, but Senators will be called 
upon a great deal more if they do not agree with them on 
bills of this kind. I have been seen by them, and I have 
discussed the matter with them. 

The men supporting the pending bill are nice people. I 
would just as soon associate with them in an ordinary, 
friendly way as with anybody I have ever seen. I do not 
blame them for maintaining a little lobby around here. It 
is only natural It is one of the things everybody is doing, 
carting money out of the Government's Treasury, taking 
away money that is going into it. It is all in keeping with 
the present philosophy of the financiers running the Gov
ernment. Big income taxes, inheritance taxes on the big 
fortunes and big incomes, are a nuisance and a burden; but 
in order to balance the Budget, we .have to put some taxes on 
the 120,000,000 American people they are not paying now. 

We hear a lot of talk and claptrap about "Balance the 
Budget, balance the Budget, balance the Budget." Yet, 
instead of balancing the Budget, we are presented with a 
bill the provisions of which would take out of the United 
States Treasury hundreds and hundreds of millions of 
dollars the Government is now getting. 

Mr. President, I would like to know what Senator here 
ever has consented to waiving the franchise tax which is now 
being paid by the big banks under the Federal reserve act. 
What man here thinks that the United States Treasury is in 
such shape that, through the use of Government currency 
and the protection of the United States we ought to be will
ing to waive the hundreds of millions of dollars, or whatever 
the amount is, that is coming into the Federal Treasury 
to-day under the excise taxes on the surplus earnings of the 
banks under the Federal reserve act? What man would be 
willing to do that? I ask whether there is anyone who 
would be willing to do that? 

I am not one who would say that we ought not to balance 
the Budget. I have never said that. But I do say that we 
ought to balance rations before we worry about balancing 
the Budget. Balance rations, clothes, food, homes before we 
talk about balancing the Budget all the time. 

That being true, Mr. President, there being only a moment 
left before our usual time of recess or adjournment, I would 
say, in these closing minutes of the afternoon session, that 
it is idle, useless, unnecessary in the extreme at this time 
even to consider further discussion of this bill. It ought to 
be laid aside. We ought to get down to work. We have too 
much to do, too much to talk about, and I submit to you, 
Mr. President, that the time has come when we ought to 
get busy on this proposition and do something for the people 
in a substantial way. 

Mr. President, it is now 5 o'clock. It is time some one 
should move a recess. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, at the request of the 
Senator from Louisiana-

·Mr.· WHEELER. I move that the Senate recess until 12 
o'clock noon to-morrow. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President--
Mr. LONG. The motion is not subject to debate. I make 

the point of order. · 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The point of order is well 

taken. 
Mr. GLASS. I am not going to undertake to debate it. 

I rise to submit a parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vir

ginia will state it. 
Mr. GLASS. If that motion prevails, who would be en

titled to the floor in the morning? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The present occupant of 

the chair would be compelled to hold that the Senator from 
Louisiana, of course, loses the floor if he yields for the 
purpose of having a recess moved. Has the Senator from 
Louisiana yielded for the purpose of permitting the motion 
of the Senator from Montana to be entertained? 

Mr. LONG. I have. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 

motion of the Senator from Montana. [Putting the ques
tion.] Apparently the noes have it. 

Mr. LONG. Division! 
Mr. BARKLEY. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the 

roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following 

Senators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Coolidge Hayden 
Austin Copeland Hebert 
Bailey Costigan Howell 
Barbour CUtting Johnson 
Barkley Davis Kendrick 
Bingham Dickinson King 
Black Dill La. Follette 
Blaine Fess Long · 
Bratton George McGill 
Broussard Glass McKellar 
Bulkley Goldsborough Moses 
Bulow Gore Neely 
Byrnes Gramm.er Norbeck 
Capper Hale Norris 
Caraway Harrison Nye 
Carey Hastings Oddie 
Connally Hatfield Pittman 

Robinson, Ark. 
Russell 
Schuyler 
Sheppard 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla.. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Wheeler 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-six Senators hav
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion proposed by the Sen
ator from Montana. On that question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, the motion of the Senator from Montana 
being that the Senate do now recess until 12 o'clock noon 
to-morrow. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I have a 

general pair with the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNARY], which I transfer to the junior Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. HULL], and vote "nay." 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas <when his name was called). 
I have a general pair with the senior Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. REEDJ. I transfer that pair to the junior Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] and vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. COPELAND (after having voted in the negative). I 

have a pair with the junior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. KEYEs]. I transfer that to the senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] and let my vote stand. 

Mr. DAVIS (after having voted in the affirmative). Has 
the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. LoGAN] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not 
voted. 

Mr. DAVIS. I have a general pair with that Senator, so I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. FESS. I desire to announce the following general 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator 

Louisiana yield to the Senator from Montana? 
from pairs: 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. RoBINSON] with the Sen

ator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS]; 
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The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. METCALF] with the 

Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGs] ; 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. GLENN] with the Senator 

from Virginia [Mr. SWANSON] ; 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. KEANl with the Sen

ator from Illinois [Mr. LEWIS]; 
The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SmPSTEAD] with the 

Senator from Missouri [Mr. HAwEs]; 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. PATTERSON] with the Sen

ator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]; and 
The Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] with the Senator 

from North Carolina [Mr. REYNOLDS]. 
The result was announced-yeas 14, nays 51, as follows: 

Blaine 
Caraway 
Costigan 
Cutting 

Ashurst 
Austin 
Bailey 
Barbour 
Barkley 
Bingham 
Black 
Bratton 
Broussard 
Bulkley 
Bulow 
Byrnes 
Capper 

YEAS-14 
Hatfield 
Howell 
La Follette 
Long 

McGill 
Norbeck 
Norris 
Nye 

NAYS-51 
Carey 
Connally 
Coolidge 
Copeland 
Dickinson 
Dill 
Fess 
George 
Glass 
Goldsborough 
Gore 
Grammer 
Hale 

Harrison 
Hastings 
Hayden 
Hebert 
Johnson 
Kendrick 
King 
McKellar 
Moses 
Neely 
Oddie 
Pittman 
Robinson, Ark. 

NOT VOTING---31 
Bankhead Glenn Metcalf 
Borah Hawes Patterson 
Brookhart Hull Reed 
Couzens Kean Reynolds 
Dale Keyes Robinson, Ind. 
Davis Lewis Schall 
Fletcher Logan Shipstead 
Frazier McNary Shortridge 

So the Senate refused to take a recess. 
CO~TTEE SERVICE 

Mr. GLASS obtained the floor. 

Sheppard 
Wheeler 

Russell 
Schuyler 
Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 

Smoot 
Stephens 
Swanson 
Tydings 
Wagner 
Watson 
White 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Virginia yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. GLASS. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is not necessary for the 

Senator from Virginia to yield. I rise to present a privi
leged matter. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask that the Senator 

from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] be assigned to the following 
vacancies on committees on behalf of the minority: Ap
propriations, Immigration, Manufactures, and Naval Affairs. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, that 
order will be entered. 

BANKING ACT 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 4412) 

to provide for the safer and more effective use of the assets 
of Federal reserve banks and of national banking associa
tions, to regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue 
diversion of funds into speculative operations, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if there be no further 
speeches to be made upon the pending amendment, I ask 
that there be a vote on it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LoNG] to the amendment of the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President--
Mr. GLASS. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I propose to 

take only such time as may be necessary to call to the atten
tion of the Senate some of the conditions which exist 
throughout the United States. I shall be unable to give the 
Senate anything like a complete bird's-eye picture because 
the English language is not sufficiently comprehensive, in 

my judgment, to bring to the attention of the Senate a 
realization of the distress which exists in the States and the 
cities of this Nation. 

Mr. President, while the people are in this state of dis
tress, the United States Senate is proceeding in the night
time to pass a bill centralizing in one city of these United 
States more strongly than it is now centered there the 
financial power of this Republic. 

I do not in any sense, Mr. President, charge that the junior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] has any sinister or ul
terior motive in his support of this bill; I know he has not. 
I know whereof I speak, however. The influence back of 
this bill is perhaps twofold: First, to destroy the State 
banks of this Republic; second, when the State banks shall 
have been destroyed, to authorize branch banking through
out the United States, and then, very shortly, we shall have 
in these United States a duplicate of the Canadian system. 

In Canada to-day there are 10 banks. Those banks have 
something like 4,000 branches. The 10 banks in Canada are 
centered in the Wall Street of Montreal. In the morning 
the heads of those 10 banks in Montreal can meet and de
cide upon the financial policies for Canada. That is the 
power and the motive behind this bill. And here, when 
night has fallen, Senators of the United States are in ses
sion in the effort to centralize the strongest power in the 
Nation more fully than it is centralized to-day. 

Mr. President, I have no apology to make for taking time 
upon this floor. Since coming to this Chamber at 12 o'clock 
to-day, I have had delivered to me telegrams on an average 
of every 5 minutes. I propose to read some of those tele
grams. I take it that the telegrams coming from my State 
are similar to those coming from every other State. As a 
justification of my position on this bill, I now desire to call 
the attention of the Senate to some of these telegrams writ
ten since 12 o'clock to-day and delivered to me since coming 
into this Chamber shortly after 12 o'clock. 

The first telegram is from Oklahoma City. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President--
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield for a question. 
Mr. LONG. I desire merely to ask the Senator a question. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I was going to ask the Senator if, in his 

opinion, from what he knows about this measure, there is 
any need for speeding up this kind of legislation? If it 
should be passed, would it do good or would it do harm? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, unless the 
thousands of State "pawn shops" in this Republic are de
stroyed and destroyed immediately the Nation can not sur
vive. Unless a few financial heads in New York can secure 
control of the financial power of this Republic there is no 
chance for the United States to survive. Hence it is all-im
portant that the Senate be kept in session in the nighttime 
in order to pass this proposed legislation. 

The first telegram to which I will call the attention of 
the Senate is dated to-day, as these all are, and is from 
Oklahoma City. These messages are all addressed to myself. 
The one I shall now read is from the State bank commis
sioner of Oklahoma and is as follows: 

Am to-day requesting all State banks to immediately advise 
you their attitude toward bill. My opinion is that State banks of 
Oltlahoma will be 100 per cent against bill. especially section 19. 

That is from the State bank commissioner of my State. 
I presume that it is pursuant to his activities that the others 
of these messages have been sent to me. 

The second message is f1·om Cleveland, Okla., and is as 
follows: 

We strongly cllsapprove section 19 of the Glass blll, S. 4412, 
and request that you direct your efforts toward the defeat 
of this bill. 

THE CLEVELAND NATIONAL BANK, 
E. C. MULLENDORE, President. 

That message is from a national bank. Almost one-half 
of the messages that I shall call attention of the Senate t.o 
are from national banks. 
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The next telegram is from Lone Wolf, Okla., and reads as 

follows: 
We are opposed to principles involved in Glass bariking bill. 

AMERICAN LEGION, 
C. E. MANAUGH, Adjutant. 

The next message is from Dustin, Okla., and is as follows: 
Dustin Commercial Club, with 60 members, emphatically oppose 

Glass banking bill. 
S. R. L. MEADOR, Jr., President. 
J. A. HAMILTON, Secretary. 

I read the following telegram from Oklahoma City: 
All Oklahoma banks opposed to branch banking in any form, 

Many other features of the Glass bill objectionable. Hope you 
exert influence against its passage. 

EUGENE P. GUM. 

HoLLIS, OKLA., January 12, 1933. 
Experience with chain organizations over period of 20 years 

prompts me to advise your stand on banking bill should receive 
approval of all seeking relief. Give us our old-time merchants and 
banks and the new deal promised by the Democrats will be 
realized. 

W. I. GILES. 

CARNEGIE, OKLA., January 12, 1933. 
We commend your action opposing Glass blll. This community 

opposed to branch banking. Act would destroy financial inde
pendence of small towns. 

H. C. JoNES. 
J. HENRY LONG. 
Dr. W. B. PUTMAN. 
HARRY JOLLY. 
MoRRIS GooDMAN. 

C. D. HULL. 
W. R. BROWN. 
G. C. TRurrr. 
L. G. MARTIN. 

ANTLERs, OKLA., January 12, 1933. 
You have our full support in your opposition to the passage of 

the Glass banking bill. 
JAs. A. HoLT. 
L. W. WEAVER. 
R. W. ELLIS. 
C. E. DUDLEY. 
W. V. JONES. 

M. E. DYE. 
F. C. AMEND. 
W. P. COCHRAN. 
B. ZIMMERMAN. 
C. E. STEPHENSON. 

YUKON, OKLA., January 12, 1933. 
We commend your etrort to defeat the Glass blll. In our judg

m,ent it is dangerous. 
D. B. PH:n.L!Ps, President First National Bank. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA., January 12, 1933. 
Go the limit against the banks. Will ask such resolution of the 

house of representatives to-day. 
JAMES M. HAYES. 

LAWTON, OKLA., January 11, 1933. 
The Glass bill (S. 4412) provides in section 19 for branch banking. 

All over our southland we have had example after example in the 
last three years of the dangers surrounding this system. We re
cently witnessed in the State of Oklahoma the spectacle of four 
or five banking institutions being carried down and the State 
bank commissioner declaring that each of the State institutions 
was actually solvent. I believe branch banking to be unfitted 
for the United States and that it is just another step looking to 
the centralization of power and influence in the East. I earnestly 
request and implore that you review carefully and seriously con
sider this provision of the Glass bill. When you have done this 
I shall be wllling to abide by your decis.ion. 

R. B. McCoY, 
Cashier City National Bank. 

CmcKASHA, OKLA. 
My sentiments are to fight the Glass blll 1f it takes all winter. 

JESS LARSON, Mayor. 

OKEMAH, OK.Iu(. 
We urge you to continue your fight against the Glass banking 

bill. Its passage would destroy all home-owned banks. 
W. N. BARRY, 

President the Citizens State Bank. 

SAYRE, OKLA. 
Fight branch banking and guarantee of deposits to last d.itch. 

Do not destroy individuality in banking or place too much power 
in hands of too few. 

0. M. MARsH. 
Vice President Beckham County National Bank. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 

Unit systems of banking should be maintained. Chain and 
group banking unwise and unsound. People more concerned in 

safe banking than in any particular system. One-half bank fall· 
ures preventable. Eliminate crookedness, incompetency, and inem
ciency from banking and politics from supervisory departments 
and most of present evlls in banking will have been cured. 

M. B. COPE, 
Attorney for_ the Banking Department. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
My entire business life of more than 20 years in five States has 

been devoted actively to commercial-credit work and kindred 
activities, including 12 years' banking experience in Oklahoma City 
and Los Angeles, Calif. My residence in California afforded me 
splendid opportunity to carefully study chain and branch bank
ing. I therefore heartily commend your position on the proposed 
banking legislation. 

0. B. TEDaiCK. 

EDMOND, OKLA. 
The reserve national-banking system under the original Glass 

bill weaned the rural banks from extending credit to their friends 
the farmers, thus destroying all local credit, taking all the money 
to central points. Chase National exults over 11 per cent d.ividend 
declared in the face of hundreds of its rural banks gone broke. 
This reckless handling of the money problem is all our trouble. 
Until the local banks can g.ive credit to responsible borrowers on 
a basis of 3 or 4 per cent this reign of terror will continue. 

J. T. DICKERSON. 

ALTUS, OKLA. 
Bill perm.itting branch banking positively against best interests 

of community and State. We want to do business with home 
bankers and want you to fight any move that wUl enable metro
politan banks to gobble up financial resources of smaller com
munities. 

HARRINGTON WIMBERLY, 
Editor Altus Times Democrat. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
Majority of Oklahomans are with you on the bank fight. It 

begins to look like you and HUEY are the only ones there who 
really real.ize the seriousness of the unemployment situation. 
Letter follows. 

JOHN J. HARDEN. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
Oppose Glass bill. 

BERT R. WILLIS, State Senator. 

ALTUS, OKLA. 
• Am opposed to Glass bill (S. 4412). Section 19 in this bill is 
especially dangerous and not to best interest of country. 

W. B. GROVER, 
President the Bank of Commerce. 

YALE, OKLA. 
We object to section 19 Glass bill. 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK, 
W . . A. NORTHGRAVE, President. 
WILL LAUDERDALE, Cashier. 

CANTON, OKLA. 
Appreciate your stand on Glass bill. Wish you success. 

BURNS DRUG Co. 

We approve your stand against the Glass bill. 
HANNA, OKLA. 

JOHN CASTLE, 
C. A. HUNT. 

LAWTON, OKLA. 
We believe branch banking, like branch merchandising, a men

ace to most of our people. It places control outside the commu
n.ity. We are depend.ing on you to speak for us. Extend you our 
full support. 

OZMUN BROTHERS. 

CANTON, OKLA. 
We are for you in fight on Glass banking blll. 

B. H. BURNHAM. 

CARNEGIE, OKLA. 
We are opposed to Glass bill, featuring branch banking. Appre

ciate position taken by you and urge your continued efforts in 
defeat of this bill. 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
The establishment of branch banks will not only create cen

tralization of money but will at once destroy confidence in all 
independent banks and cause thousands of them to fail or rush 
into voluntary liquidation through fear and. ultimate intimida
tion. 

W. R. IIAILE. 
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CANTON, OKLA. 

Our club is for you 100 per cent in your fight on Glass banking 
bill. 

CANTON LIONS CLUB, 
FRANK RAAB, President. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
Group banking and Wall Street control would eliminate the 

personal element in banking. It would then be as cold-blooded 
as a faro wheel-red you win, black you lose. We are behind 
you 100 per cent. 

L . McCLENN AN AND WIFE. 

OKMULGEE, OKLA. 
Believe you are on right track. Fight them to finish. 

DORSEY W. GRIER. 

CANTON, OKLA. 
Do all you can to prevent passage Glass banking bill. 

CANTON AMERICAN LEGION POST. 

GUTHRIE, OKLA. 
We urge continued opposition Glass banking bill and branch 

banking. 
FIRST STATE BANK. 

EL RENO, OKLA. 
We are opposed to Glass bill, especially section 19. 

EL RENO STATE BANK. 

YUKON, OKLA. 
Continue your fight against Glass banking bill. 

c. T. ALExANDER. 

ANADARKO, OKLA. 
Believe Glass b~ll dangerous. Urge your continued opposition. 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK. 

ARDMORE, OKLA. 
We strongly indorse your opposition section 19, Glass bill. 

Writing. 
ExCHANGE NATIONAL BANK OF ARDMORE. 

LAWTON, OKLA. 
We strongly favor your position in opposition to branch banking. 

CHEROKEE, OKLA. 
We heartily approve your stand on the branch banking bill. 

It should be defeated. 
FARMERS NATIONAL BANK. 
CHEROKEE NATIONAL BANK. 

OKEMAH, OKLA. 
Hope you will defeat Glass bill. You have our cooperation. 

FmsT NATIONAL BANK OF OKEMAH. 

OKEMAH, OKLA. 
We are asking you to oppose Glass bill. 

OKEMAH NATIONAL BANK. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
Unequivocally oppose branch banking. Strongly indorse your 

action. 
M. F. JONES. 
A. B. RICHERT. 
FRED BAmD. 
R. C. Moss. 
W. A. EASLEY. 
HERMAN FRANCIS. 
A.M. RIAT. 

FAIRVIEW, OKLA. 
We are unalterably opposed to Glass bill and branch banking. 

FAmvrEw STATE BANK. 

CANTON. OKLA. 
Appreciate your stand on Glass banking bill. 

T. C. KNOOP. 

CANTON, OKLA. 
Appreciate your stand on Gla~s banking b111. 

CANTON DRUG Co. 

CANTON, OKLA. 
Heartily in sympathy with your position on Glass banking bill. 

BANK OF CAN'l'ON. 

Mr. President, we are now in the sixth week of this ses
sion. This is the last, the short session of the Seventy
second Congress. This short session will close at 12 o'clock 
noon on March 4. We have less than eight weeks left. 

AMERICAN NATIONAL BANK. 

STILLWATER, OKLA. 
We are opposed to section 19, Glass bill. 

STILLWATER NATIONAL BANK, 
JAMES E. BERRY, President. 

We are now in the fourth year of the depression. Forty 
months have come and gone; and yet the leaders of this 

. body-if we have leaders-seemingly do not know that we 
have a depression in these United States. 

CUSTER CITY, OKLA. 
We appreciate your efforts to defeat branch bank bill. 

W. 0. CROW. 
FRED T. HUSTON. 
M. 0. DAWSON. 

CHEROKEE, OKLA. 
Heartily indorse stand opposing branch banking; continue efforts 

for defeat. 
ALFALFA COUNTY NATIONAL BANK. 
H. B. KLIEWER, President. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 
Glass banking bill would destroy State banks; people with you. 

J. H. STRAIN, Ex State Bank Commissioner. 

. ANADARKO, OKLA. 
You have our support in opposing section 19, Glass bill. 

ANADARKo BANK & TRusT Co. 
DIXON. 

OKEENE, OKLA. 
We are opposed to Glass banking bill and commend your fight. 

STATE GUARANTY BANK, 

NORMAN, OKLA. 
Heartlly commend your position Glass bank bill; urge your con

tinued opposition thereto. 
SECURITY NATIONAL BANK, 
R. W. HUTTo. 

KINGFISHER, OKLA. 
Defeat the Glass banking b111; filibuster approved. 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK. 

CARNEGIE, OKLA. 
This bank opposed to branch-banking feature Glass bill. Ap

preciate your position in matter and urge that you continue your 
efforts toward defeat of that provision. 

FARMERS NATIONAL BANK. 

F1or the first two years the leaders absolutely refused to 
admit that there was any sort of a depression. The third 
year was given over to what the leaders called remedies; 
and I will come to those later. 

The present administration had its opportunity. It was 
tried by a jury in these United States. This jury rendered 
its decision on the 8th of last November. As a result of 
that jury trial, and as a result of that verdict, a President 
has been convicted; an administration has been wrecked; a 
political party has been injured, if not entirely destroyed. 
Now. with one branch of the Congress of the party which 
won in November, and the other branch 50-50, the United 
States Senate-that branch which is 50-50-still refuses to 
admit that we even had a trial last November! 

After March 4 a new party will come into power; a new 
administration will be inaugurated; a new President will 
take charge of the reins of this Government; a new Con
gress will come into existence. The House then will be 
Democratic by a large majority; the Senate likewise will be 
Democratic by a large majority; and yet, after six or seven 
weeks of the rule of the party which won in November, I 
am embarrassed at this late hour when I am forced to 
make these admissions upon this floor. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAILEY in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from 
Louisiana? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator yield for 

that purpose? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen· 

ators answered to their names: 
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Austin Coolidge Johnson 
Bailey Costigan La Follette 
Barbour Davis Long 
Bingham Fess McKellar 
Black George Moses 
Bratton Glass Neely 
Bulkley Goldsborough Oddie 
Bulow Gore Pittman 
Byrnes Hale Robinson, Ark. 
Capper Hastings Schuyler 
Connally Howell Sheppard 

Smith 
Steiwer 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
White 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Forty-three Senators 
having answered to their names, a quorum is not present. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I suggest that the absentees 
be called. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Vir
ginia requests a call of the absentees. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

. The legislative clerk called the roll of absent Senators, and 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. DALE], and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] entered the Chamber and answered to their 
names when called. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Forty-six Senators hav
ing answered to their names, there is not a quorum present. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I move that the Sergeant at 
Arms be directed to request the attendance of absent Sen
ators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Sergeant at Arms 

will execute the order of the Senate. 
After a little delay, Mr. HEBERT, Mr. BROUSSARD, Mr. HAY

DEN, Mr. McGILL, and Mr. COPELAND entered the Chamber 
and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fifty-one Senators hav
ing answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I suggest that the 
order of the Senate recently made be vacated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the 
order of the Senate previously entered will be vacated. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, just before I 
yielded for the suggestion of the absence of a quorum I was 
about to make an admission, the admission being of a fact, 
however, that the other branch of the Congress is now under 
the control of the party· which won such a great victory in 
the November election, and that for practical purposes this 
body is under the control of the same party. 

In November the people of the United States, by a vote 
of something like 22,000,000 to 15,000,000, voted for a 
change--a change from hunger, a -change from nakedness, a 
change from unemployment, a change from foreclosures. 
Yet, in a Congress now under the control of the victorious 
party, we have been in session six weeks and this body has 
passed the Philippine independence bill, proposing to give 
people some 7,000 miles away their independence in some 
future generation, and is now proposing to pass a bill fur
ther centralizing the financial power of this Nation in a 
handful of men located in one of the great cities of this 
Nation. 

Mr. President, it is very appropriate that we should be 
here at this time of the night to do that sort of thing. If 
the unemployed wanted legislation, they would scarcely be 
heard. If the hungry wanted help, they could not receive 
a hearing, perhaps. If the farmers were asking for con
sideration, they would scarcely receive it at the hands of 
this body. Yet, when the financial power wants relief, it 
is easy to keep the Senate in session, and even in the night
time to arrest Senators and bring them here to pass the 
bill without delay. 

Mr. President, I desire at this point to call attention to 
a remark made recently by the late lamented former Presi
dent, Calvin Coolidge, as quoted in an Associated Press 
dispatch from Northampton, Mass., dated January 6. This 
llttle dispatch carries a quotation from the famous former 
President, and I think it has merit. In order that the 
RECORD may be complete, I read the Associated Press dis
patch: 

NoRTHAMPTON, MAss., January 6.-George Dragon asked Calvin 
Coolidge about the depression. He got an answer, Dragon re
lated last night. " Some of the boys had been after me to ask 
Mr. Coolidge about the depression, else I would not have done it. 
I said, • Mr. Coolidge, how about this depression? When is it 
going to end?' He said,' Well, George, the big men of the country 
have got to get together and do something about it. It is not 
going to end itself.' " 

Mr. President, so far as the activities of the Senate are 
concerned, we apparently are expecting the depression to 
end itself at any moment. So far as my observation of the 
activities of the Senate goes, the Nation is in the height of 
prosperity. Who are these big men to whom Mr. Coolidge 
referred only a few days ago? 

The big men of the country have got to get together and do 
something about it. It is not going to end itself. 

Mr. President, are the big men together and have these 
big men, after having gotten together, come down to Wash
ington and are they now back of this bill keeping the Senate 
in session in the nighttime, with absent Senators threatened 
with technical arrest to secure their attendance in order to 
pass the bill? Is this a bill to end the depression? I wonder 
who these big men are. Ther~ is only one power in this 
Republic that can enact legislation. Big men outside of the 
Congress can confer, they can resolve, they · can use their 

. influence, but after all when somethi~g is done· it must be 
done by the policy-making branch of the Government and 
that is the Congress of the United States. The President 
can not enact legislation. All the President can do is to 
suggest and recommend. Cornmittees on the outside can 
recommend and resolve, but they can not enact legislation. 
Only the Congress can enact legislation. 

Six weeks have gone and this is the nearest we have come 
to remedial legislation-proposing to place the financial 
power of the United States more strongly in the hands of 
that short, crooked street in New York beginning at one end 
at a cemetery and ending at the other end at a river. 

Let me at this point invite attention to what some men 
say about the matter. I invite the attention of the Senate 
to another Associated Press dispatch of recent date, January 
5, Sacramento, Calif. This dispatch purports to quote a 
former Secretary of the Treasury; it purports to quote a man 
who will soon occupy a seat in this Chamber and upon this 
side of the aisle. As one Member on this side I welcome his 
entrance to this body. 

The Associated Press dispatch news story contains the 
following headline: 
PARTY IS ON TRIAL, DECLARES M'ADOo--NOVEMBER ELECTION RESULTS 

INTERPRETED AS " GREAT PROGRESSIVE REVOLT '' 
SACRAMENTO, CALIF., January 5.-William G. McAdoo declared 

yesterday the Roosevelt landslide in November was not "a party 
victory," and voiced his opinion that the Democratic Party is on 
trial. 

Speaking before Californians delegated to vote yesterday as 
members of the Electoral College for Franklin D. Roosevelt for 
President, the former Treasury Secretary and Democratic United 
States Senator elect interpreted the general election result as a 
"great progressive revolt.'' 

I next call attention to a statement appearing recently 
in the public press from a great citizen of my State, now a 
resident of California. I quote Will Rogers, who said: 

The Democrats are only in for a trial. If they don't make good, 
out they go. It's perhaps too bad that sentiment plays no part 
in our elections, but it doesn't. It's results, or out. 

Now the Democratic Party, in control of the Congress, 
as its first major activity is proposing to centralize the 
banking power and financial power of America and the 
world in perhaps a dozen heads of a aozen banks in one 
city of these United States. 

At this point I desire to invite the attention of the Senate 
to the branch banking system in Canada. I happened to 
be in Canada about a year ago, and while there I took oc
casion to make some investigation relative to the banking 
system of that country. After I returned to Washington I 
addressed a letter to the Minister of Finance in Canada. I 
w1l1 read the reply of the deputy minister in reply to my 
letter: · 
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OTTAWA, November 26, 1931. 

ELMER THOMAS, Esq., 
Care of the United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: Your letter of recent date requesting the following 

information has been handed to me for attention. 
(1) Estimated wealth of Canada. 
(2) Names of the 10 Canadian chartered banks, with the num

ber of branches belonging to each. 
(3) Estimate of total amount of money--gold, silver, copper, and 

paper currency-in circulation in Canada. 
( 4) Copy of the bank act. 
(5) Copy of latest returns of the chartered banks of Canada. 
The attached statement sets forth the information asked for 

under Nos. 1, 2, and 3. 
I am inclosing a copy of the bank act, as well as a copy of the 

latest returns of the chartered banks. 
Yours truly, 

W. C. RONSON, 
For Deputy Minister. 

The information given me in response to my letter is as 
follows: 

First, the estimated national wealth of Canada amounted 
to $30,840,000,000 in 1921, which is the latest available 
figure. 

Then I had asked for the names of the 10 Canadian 
chartered banks, with the number of branch banks belong
ing to each. His answer is as follows: 

Number of branches 

In Can- Outside 
ada Canada Name of bank Total 

----------------1---------
Bank of MontreaL_--------------------------------- 631 17 648 
Bank of Nova Scotia________________________________ 308 41 349 
Bank of Toronto_·----------------------------------- 192 ---------- 192 
Banque Provinciale du Canada______________________ 333 ---------- 333 
Canadian Bank of Commerce. __ -------------------- 765 15 780 
Royal Bank of Canada______________________________ 812 104 916 
Dominion Bank.------------------------------------ 138 2 140 
Banque Canadienne Nationale______________________ 591 1 592 
Imperial Bank of Canada____________________________ '01 ---------- '01 
Barclay's Bank (Canada)____________________________ 2 ---------- 2 

TotaL------------------------------···-------~ ~~~ 

So these 10 banks-and that is all the banks they have in 
Canada, just 10, just the number of banks that a man has 
fingers on his two hands-have in Canada a total of 3,999 
branches, a total of 180 branches outside of Canada, mak
ing a grand total number of branch banks which those 10 
banks in Canada have of 4,179. 

Mr. President, that is what is proposed to be permitted in 
this bill. We may not have as small a number as 10, but I 
should not be surprised if in a few years after the bill is 
passed it would be as small a number as 10. It might be still 
lower; it might be 5, it might be 3, because to-day there are 
3 banks in New York City having total resources of approxi
mately ~6,000,000,000-3 banks in one city of this Nation 
having more resources than all the gold and silver and 
paper money in circulation in these United States. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. VANDENBERG in the 

chair). Does the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Sen· 
a tor from Virginia? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. GLASS. May I ask the Senator to point to that pro· 

vision of the bill which would enable us to come to that 
condition in the United States? There are 48 States, and the 
bill provides a state-wide branch banking system. What 
provision of the bill would enable as few as 11 banks to get 
possession of the banking business of the country? What 
is to become of the 19,000 banks which exist? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Before the camel has a 
chance it must first get its nose under the edge of the tent. 
Having gotten its nose under, the next thing is its eyes, then 
its ears, then its hump, and then the camel is under. 

Mr. GLASS. Then what the Senator means to imply is 
that at some time in the future, which he is not able to 
determine, this great Nation of 125,000,000 people will come 
to the Canadian bank system of 11 banks. He does not 
mean to say there is any provision in the bill that would 
bring about that condition? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I do not. The Senator is 
right. But I think I know what is in the minds and in the 
purpose of those behind the legislation, and all the time I 
wish it distinctly understood I am charging nothing to the 
distinguished junior Senator from Virginia. I know of my 
own knowledge that it is the purpose of the financial power 
of this Republic to have branch banking throughout the 
United States. It is the purpose of those gentlemen to 
destroy State banks in these United States. When State 
banks are destroyed and when the branch banking system 
is once inaugurated, it will be extended. • 

In 1916 I had the privilege and the pleasure of seeing 
President Wilson sign the Federal reserve act. Yet in 16 
years that document has been amended some 25 times, and 
to-day we are being kept here in the nighttime, with some 
Senators under technical arrest, in order to pass the twenty
sixth amendment to it. 

Answering further the communication that I addressed to 
the Minister of Finance in Canada that official sent me the 
following information: 

The amount of bank notes in circulation on September 
30, 1931, was $139,908,403; Dominion notes in circulation on 
that date, $150,336,415.19; gold in circulation in Canada on 
that date, $2,134,590; silver in circulation, $27,732,617.16; 
copper in circulation, $2,289,708.86; nickel in circulation, 
$1,536,667.72, or a total circulation on that date in the sum 
of $323,938,401.93. 

Mr. President, I desire at this point to read from a leaflet 
giving an analysis of the practical efiect of working opera
tions of the Canadian system. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Maine? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BLAINE. Before leaving the subject of the 10 Cana

dian banks, does the information the Senator has disclose 
that any of those parent banks are located in Winnipeg or 
in the western portion of Canada on the Pacific coast? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I read the list, and I will 
read it again hurriedly. I am unable to say where all the 
banks are located. The Bank of Montreal, of course, is in 
Montreal. 

Mr. BLAINE. The names may indicate. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I can say from personal 

knowledge that a number of the banks are located in Mon
treal. Montreal has its Wall Street. I would not want to 
say just which of the banks have their main office in Mon
treal. but the names of the banks are as follows: 

The Bank of Montreal, the Bank of Nova Scotia, the Bank 
of Toronto, the Banque Provinciale du Canada, Canadian 
Bank of Commerce, Royal Bank of Canada, Dominion Bank, 
Banque Canadienne Nationale, Imperial Bank of Canada, 
and Barclay's Bank. 

I likewise have and exhibit to the Senate the Return of 
the Chartered Banks of the Dominion of Canada, showing 
the condition of those banks on September 30, 1931. This 
return is printed partially in English and partially in 
French. I will ask to have the table inserted at this point 
in my remarks, omitting the part which is printed in 
French. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

[The table referred to will be found on pages 1654 and 
1655.] 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I read now a brief analysis 
of the Canadian banking system: 

Some authorities urge the English or Canadian banking systems 
for America, pointing out that these systems have had no fail
ures. The fact is, that the English banking system would be in 
suspense at this time except for the abandonment of the gold 
standard. As for the Canadian system, it is not a banking sys
tem, but rather a system of safety-deposits vaults. It compares 
favorably with America's postal savings bank system and is just 
about as serviceable to the local community. This explains the 
undeveloped state of Canada as compared with the United Stt.tes. 
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Due to banks 
Balances due Deposits by Loans from Deposits Due to banks and banking 
to Dominion Balances due Deposits by tho gubllc, Deposits other banks made by and banking correspond-
Government, .Advances the public, ents else-Notes in after deducting under the to provincial payable on paya le after elsewhere in Canada, and balances correspond- where than Bills payable 

Name of bank circulation advances for finance act govern- demand in notice or on a than in secured in- due to other ents in the in Canada 
credits, pay ments Canada :X~~::la Canada eluding hills banks in United and the 

lists, etc. rediscounted Canada Kingdom United 
Kingdom 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 . 10 11 12 

LIA.BILITIES 

Bank of MontreaL.------------- $35, 231, 530 $13, 317, 029 _____ .,. ________ $5,475,168 $158, 901, 754 $397, 238, 405 $72, 137, 945 -------------- $2,101,981 $1,028,509 $11, 334, 772 $324,738 
Bank of Nova Scotia------------ 12,680,169 562,975 $4,000,000 596,487 85,024,801 131, 905, 242 31,172,499 -------------- 2, 651,027 266,798 2, 374,503 277,406 
Bnnk of Toronto _________________ 6, 467, 179 130,572 -------------- 1, 063,907 26,562,779 67,431,533 -------------- -------------- 658,897 219,498 1, 838,415 528,000 
Banque Provinciale du Canada •. 3, 842,402 96,516 -------------- 66,254 5, 532,451 36,046,393 -------------- ________ ,:; _____ 3, 514 -------------- 97,814 --------------Canadian Bank of Commerce. ___ 24,966,229 982,402 -------------- 4, 291,986 129, 643, 569 291, 968, 252 40,245,456 -------------- 1, 568,348 848,025 24,992,860 357,337 
Royal Bank of Canada __________ 31,653,807 1, 722,212 12,000,000 5, 481,177 155, 991, 107 298, 147, 400 166, 467, 217 -------------- 1, 219,927 748,761 19,650,774 3, 886,047 
Dominion Bank----------------- 6,460, 703 157,644 -------------- 478,418 31,668,378 67,282,344 1, 78::!, 299 -------------- 765,199 841,643 1, 617,494 2,150 
Banque Canadienne Nationale .• 10,003,754 332,541 3, 500,000 1, 619,631 21,140,932 91,028,752 1, 277,601 -------------- 1, 613,070 7R, 926 383,212 --------------Imprrial Bank of Canada ________ 8, 332,050 596,978 -------------- 3, 044,844 28,935,462 73,509, 145 13,000 -------------- 2, 066,571 503,998 1, 687,154 --------------Barclay's Bank (Canada) _______ 270,520 26,332 -------------- -------------- 874,016 961,440 -------------- -------------- 46,411 403,201 1, 524,781 --------------

TotaL _____________________ 139, 908, 403 17,925,201 19,500,000 22,117,872 594, 275, 249 1, 455, 518, 906 313, 097, 017 -------------- 12,694,945 4, 939,359 65,501,779 5, 375,678 

' .Aggregate 
; amount of Average loans to dirac- amount of cur- Average 

Liabilities not Dividends de· tors and firms amount of Do-

I 

Letters of 
credit out-
standing 

13 

$8.593.131 
4, 696,634 
1, 053,381 

14,445 
14,683,187 
30,525,404 
1, 292,506 

431,716 
697, 900 
68,617 

62,056,921 

Greatest 
amount of 

notes of the c~~t~fr~t Rest or reserve Capital paid Capital au- Capital sub- rent gold and Name of bank included under clared and Total liabilities of which they minion notes bank in circu-fund up thorized scribed dividend subsidiary coin foregoing heads unpaid are partners, held during lation at any declared held during and loans for the month the month time during 
which they are the month 

guarantors 

14 15 16 17 

LIA.BILITIES 
Per cent ' Bank of MontreaL _______________ $1,966,869 $25,132 $38, 000, 000 $36, 000, 000 $781, 676, 967 $50, 000, 000 $36, 000, 000 12 $3,625,998 $26, 845, 567 $43, 023, 398 $37, 085, 736 

Bank of Nova Scotia _____________ 139, 172 484,768 24,000,000 12,000,000 262, 832, 488 15,000,000 12,000,000 16 2, 661,865 9, 490,672 6, 180,301 13,523,314 
Bank of TorontO----------------- 106,425 2, 069 9, 000,000 6, 000,000 121, 062, 660 10,000,000 6, 000,000 12 1, 726,862 385,850 4, 751, 137 6, 789,474 
Banque Provlnciale du Canada ___ 31, 753 6, 571 1, 500,000 4, 000,000 51,238,117 5, 000,000 4, 000,000 9 602,776 274,783 421,415 4, 077,072 
Canadian Bank of Commerce _____ ---------------- 25,020 30,000,000 30,000,000 594, 572, 676 50,000,000 30,000,000 12 6, 416,940 9, 943,000 13,211,000 25,994,183 
Royal Bank of Canada ___________ 105,664 39,224 35,000,000 35,000,000 797, 638, 787 50,000,000 35,000,000 12 3, 616,671 14,593,182 16,232,647 32,987,074 
Dominion Bank __________________ 446,310 211,085 9,000,000 7, 000,000 129,007, 177 10,000,000 7,000, 000 12 1, 563,622 1, 017,000 5, 425,000 6, 965, 01~ 
Banque Canadienne Nationale ___ ---------------- 5, 429 7,000,000 7,000, 000 145, 415, 568 10,000,000 7,000,000 10 739,480 1, 082,322 1, 773,570 10,228,584 
Imperial Bank of Canada ______ _._ ----------6;320" 1,144 8,000,000 7, 000,000 134, 388, 250 10,000,000 7, 000,000 12 244,256 911,975 3, 599,426 8, 755,015 
Barclay's Bank (Canada) ________ -----------·---- 500,000 500,000 5, 181,641 500,000 500,000 ----·------- ---------------- 12,857 18,624 293,385 

Total ___ ------------------- 2, 802,513 800,442 162, 000, 000 144, 500, 000 3, 023,014,331 210, 500, 000 144, 500, 000 ------------ 21,198,470 64,557,208 94,636,518 146,698,856 
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Current gold and subsidiary coin Dominion notes Call and 
short (not 

Due Due from Canadian exceeding 
from municipal 30 days) Loans Deposits banks banks and secw·it1es, loans in to other made and banking Dominion and Railway Canada United banks in with and 
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tionale 4_ - ----------- - - - - 1, 068,811 169 1, 068,981 1, 847,814 26 1, 847,840 754,285 84,611 4, 947,996 ---------- 306,247 6,491 567,935 21,828,451 10, 855,770 3, 274,286 10,044,853 
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Bank of Montreal ? ___ __ ______________ $24, 417,620 S:268, 746, 834 $33, 054, 362 
... _______ __ 

'&14,346,455 $35, 978. 929 $2,747,690 $429,847 $1,291,457 $14, 500,000 $8, 593, 131 $1, 692, 109 $6,000,000 $1,832,240 $121,115 $785,625,757 Bank of Nova Scotia ___ _____________ _ 6, 039, 801 87,660,822 14,446,733 2, 313,366 9, 087,375 530, 372 118,569 8, 206,974 4, 696, 634 561,885 1, 500,000 2, 697,457 108,213 2B3, 970, 542 
Bank of TorontO------------- -- ----- - ------------ 51i, 164, 637 -- ---------- ----------- 4, 172, 507 314, 977 

-- 457~ io3-
40,974 3, 727, 126 1, 053, 381 297, 673 930,866 ----------- ""222~899" 

122, 320, 17\1 
Banque Provinciale du Canada __ ___ _ 

- i9;684~o56-
18, 8f.O, 551 ------ ------ -5; 396; 299- 1, 544,013 151, 800 497,307 2, 208,681 14, 445 198, 500 200,000 ----------- 51,839,548 

Canadian Bank of Commerce a ____ ___ 211, 872, 797 20,533,549 28, 91:!6, 642 2, 759,564 2, HiO, 824 2, 110,328 15,294, 559 14, 683, 187 1, 250, 000 8, 000,000 3, 895,230 343,614 598, 135, 870 Royal Bank of Canada 4 __ _ _ _________ 37,504, 880 301, 235, 010 122, 777, 768 3, 410, 536 13, OR8, 407 2, 913,248 2, 210,965 960,884 17, 222, 696 30, 525, 404 1, 700, 000 3, 000,000 6, 308,913 502,595 805, 456, 539 
Dominion Bank •• __ _____ - - - - - --- ---- 1, 949,238 64,482,349 1, 741, 214 

-5; 43o; 975- 1, 943,005 390,247 49,787 15, 511 6, 084,228 1, 292, 506 332,475 200,000 -------- --- 101, 737 129, 683, 786 
Banque Canudienne N ationale 6 ____ __ ----5oo:ooo- 62,996,227 61:1,406 11,355,141 181,576 854,379 715, 138 5, 800,245 431, 716 355, 283 3, 000,000 ----------- 106,349 146, 884, 192 Imperial Bank of Canada _____ ______ _ 63,463, 881 ------------ 2, 088,612 8, 037,132 320,285 168,300 495,309 6, 421,695 
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1 Of this deposit $12,530,866 is in gold coin; the balance is in Dominion notes. 
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s T he figures of the Canadian Bank of Commerce (California) are incorporated in the above statement.- Footnote to Canadian Bank of Commerce return. 
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If that, Mr. President is a correct analysis of the chain 
group branch banking then, I think, I would be justified in 
drawing the conclusion that the United States Senate is 
being kept in session when night has fallen and some Mem
bers are under technical arrest to give America, as a relief 
measure, this all-important system of banking. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BLAINE. I think the evidence the Senator is pre

senting is material and relevant and admissible, and I 
wanted to inquire of the Senator if he appreciates the fact 
that the Committee on Banking and Currency made no ef
fort to obtain information respecting the banking policy and 
system of Canada and other countries having a branch 
banking system, or, at least, I can find nothing in the 
printed testimony bearing on that point. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Okla
homa will permit an interruption--

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 
Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Of course that is far from the fact. The 
subcommittee of the Banking and Currency Committee of 
the Senate made a very thorough and searching investiga
tion of the banking systems of Canada, of Great Britain, 
and of other countries, extending over a period of nearly six 
months. 

Mr. BLAINE. Will the Senator indicate the printed docu-
ment in which the Senate may be afforded that information? 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, no. 
Mr. BLAINE. No. 
Mr. GLASS. There are many printed documents that 

give both the history and an analysis of the banking system 
of Canada, which are readily accessible to any Senator who 
wants them and who will apply to the Library for them. 
I can show the Senator a list of documents quite as high as 
this desk bearing on every question relating to the banking 
business. The Senator-for he is a member of the Banking 
and Currency Committee-ought not to contribute to state
ments made here that this bill bas been fabricated in great 
swiftness and great burry and that there has been no exam
ination or investigation into the facts and no hearings upon 
the problems involved. 

Mr. BLAINE. But the Senator will concede that there 
was no testimony taken before the committee, either the 
subcommittee or the general committee, that has been 
printed and is available to the Senate on that proposition. 

Mr. GLASS. Ob, the Senator will admit that there were 
no public hearings by the subcommittee on the Canadian 
banking system. It would have been futile to have brought 
officials all the way from Canada at great expense to the 
Government and in view of the limited appropriation avail
able to conduct the investigation when we have the printed 
documents that are available to anybody. 

Mr. BLAINE. But let me ask the Senator this question: 
Was there brought before the committee any information, 
either obtained here in America or in Canada or elsewhere, 
with respect to the Canadian system and the British system 
that was made available as a part of the testimony and the 
record before the Committee on Banking and Currency? 

Mr. GLASS. Not in the hearings before the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, very few of which the Senator 
from Wisconsin attended, however. 

Mr. BLAINE. I heard the report of the chairman of the 
committee. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes. 
Mr. BLAINE. And I heard not one single fact developed 

respecting the practice of branch banking in other coun
tries, except general statements and assertions. 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, the Senator heard the report of the 
chairman of the subcommittee before the general committee, 
making a detailed explanation of all the provisions of this 
bill, and it was the prtvilege of the Senator from Wisconsin 
then, if he was ignorant of the banking system of Canada 
or of any other system which related to the problem of 
branch banking, to have asked for the information or for a 

hearing; and the record will show that he did nothing of 
the kind. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, may I ask another question? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield further to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BLAINE. When the committee held a hearing the 

other day on the question of branch banking I believe it was 
the Senator from Virginia who objected to the holding of 
that hearing, for the reason that it was not authorized, and 
the bill was not before the committee. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator from Virginia considers that he 
was treated with the grossest injustice by the attempt in the 
Banking and Currency Committee to hold a hearing without 
proper authority upon a bill that was not within its juris
diction, and to hear one side of a question upon one provi
sion of that bill without notice to the Senator from Virginia, 
who had been appointed chairman of the subcommittee to 
investigate this entire problem. That is what the Senator 
from Virginia thinks. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, answering the 
question submitted by the junior Senator from Wisconsin, 
let me suggest to him that the men who control the financial 
policies of America are not ignorant; they are not dumb; 
they are the wisest men we ba ve; and, if they do not know, 
as they have at their command unlimited money they hire 
men to advise them. They have the best minds they can 
buy. If they could find anyone who could advise them better 
than their present advisers, their present advisers would be 
discharged and they would hire the better minds. 

These men understand how to get legislation through. 
They know that if the people understood what they were 
doing they would have no chance to get legislation through 
the Congress of the United States. So it is their policy
not that of the Senator from Virginia, but the policy--

Mr. GLASS. What does the Senator intimate? Does he 
intimate that any of these wealthy men have brought undue 
or sinister influences upon any member of the committee to 
obtain legislation? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. No; I do not. 
Mr. GLASS. Then what does the Senator mean--
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I mean exactly what I said. 
Mr. GLASS. When be says that they can hire people to 

get legislation through for them? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I was talking about their 

advisers, their economists, their attorneys, their hirelings, 
and I had no reference to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. I did not assume that the Senator had any 
reference to me. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. But I am stating a fact, Mr. 
President, that is known to anyone who has bad any ex
perience in le~lation. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. It is a well-known fact, is it not, that paid 

lobbyists in State and National legislation, when they are 
good and efficient, can always be of service to their clients? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, if they did 
not render service, they would not receive their salaries. 

Mr. LONG. Is not that an· established institution in this 
Capital-paid lobbyists who come here for the purpose of 
assisting in legislation? Is it not as well known as the 
rising of the morning sun? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Yes, Mr. President; when 
the people send lobbyists here to work in their interests 
sometimes they have their rooms raided. 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. And their private papers 

taken from their rooms and brought upon this :floor; but 
when big business comes here we are forced to continue in 
session in the nighttime. 

Mr. LONG. That is the difference. If I may ask another 
question, and base it upon a premise, the Senator bas noted 
the distinction between a lobby representing the people and 
a lobby representing high finance? One of them comes here 
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for the people and Congress raids it; the other one comes 
here from finance and the Senate is forced to hold night 
sessions. Is that not the Senator'~ understanding of the 
situation? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is not only my under
standing, but it is the absolute fact; I yield for anyone 
even to suggest a denial. And it is quite appropriate, by 
all means, Mr. President, that the country, particularly the 
12,000,000 unemployed, should know it. Each unemployed 
man perchance has a wife, and the average family is five. 
So, if there are 12,000,000 unemployed to-night, and each of 
those 12,000,000 has the average family, a wife and three 
children, multiply 12,000,000 by 5 and we get the astounding 
total of 60,000,000 American citizens, men. women, and chil
dren, to-night without . the means of support, being minus 
jobs. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President--
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 

Wisconsin. 
Mr. BLAINE. In support of what the Senator said a few 

moments ago, I desire to call his attention to one paragraph 
of the statement made by Comptroller Dawes before the 
House Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Speaking of the attack that was being made upon the 
American banking system, and the efforts that were being 
made to introduce branch banking, he said: 

The danger which confronts our present banking system lies 
1n an insidious and gradual undermining influence, which is not 
so much the growth of a conscious effort to introduce a new sys
tem as it is the result of a natural desire to secure temporary 
benefits for particular individuals and banking institutions, 
without consideration being given as to the ultimate effects on 
the highly complicated a1 efficient machinery of American 
finance and exchange. · 

~.THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I intended to 
say the same thing, but I did not have the language to use 
such words as were used in the article just read by the 
junior Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
further? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Oklahoma further yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BLAINE. I make the point of order of the absence of 

a quorum. 
Mr. WATSON. Mr. President--
Mr. LONG. Just a moment. I think the Senator from 

Indiana desires to move a recess. 
Mr. WATSON. Yes. 
Mr. BLAINE. I withhold my point of order, then. 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The Senator withholds the 

point of order, I understand. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To whom does the Sena

tor from Oklahoma yield? 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield to the Senator from 

Indiana. 
RECESS 

Mr. WATSON. I move that the Senate take a recess until 
12 o'clock noon to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Indiana. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 o'clock and 31 min
utes p.m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, 
January 13, 1933, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, JANUARY 12, 1933 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., 

offered the following prayer: 

0 Thou Christ, the revelation of eternal love and the 
savior of men, be Thou our personal ideal. Let us seek to 
be guided by Thy spirit-toiling for the good of our fellows, 
using our infiuence and our knowledge to soften the sor-

LXXVI--105 

rows, lift the burdens, and hasten the day when content
ment and good will shall be among us as an everlasting 
light. May our whole land rejoice in the sentiment of 
humanity. We plead for more inward vision that shall 
smooth out exhausting difficulty and that shall give to aspi
ration mastery, progress, and success. To-day give wisdom 
and direction to the Congress. May it prescribe sovereign 
remedies that shall touch the vitals of the Nation with the 
largest, the best, and the most hopeful future. In the name 
of the Savior. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

Mr. COLLINS, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
reported the bill <H. R. 14199) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Depart
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 1855), which was read a first and a sec
ond time and, with the accompanyillg papers, referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union and ordered printed. 

Mr. BARBOUR reserved all points of order on the bill. 
TARIFF ON TIES FOR BALING COTTON 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my own remarks in the REcoRD as made before 
the Tariff Commission this morning touching the proposed 
increase in the tariff on ties for baling cotton. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TARVER. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the RECORD, I include the following: 
Mr. Chairman and members of the commission, I have listened 

with interest to the reading by Mr. Morgan, your secretary, of the 
list of appearances here this morning and the clients they repre
sent. I seem to be the only one who does not represent :;orne 
grea~ corporation. 

Mr. Morgan neglected to announce for whom I appear. I ap
pear for the American cotton farmer. I am sorry he has no other 
or better representative appearing in his behalf. However, to 
the limit of my ability I shall do what I can for him. Over on 
Capitol Hill Congress is now endeavoring to convey to the farmer 
some illusionary benefits which he will probably never receive. 
Here the steel companies are attempting to rob him further, and 
you have the power to stop them. If I can help convince you 
that you ought to stop them, I will at least have done for him a 
practical, if smalL benefit. · 

The legalized robbery of the American cotton farmer through 
the medium of the tariff has been one of the greatest contribut
ing factors to his present unparalleled distress . It is hoped and 
believed by most people in our country that the time has almost 
come when some of the machinery through which certain priv
ileged interests have been enabled to pillage the many for their 
private benefit will be destroyed. The greatest robber of them 
all has been the steel business. 

The effrontery of the steel int erests of this country--or shall 
I spell the word " s-t-e-a-1 "-in pressing for additional spoils at 
this time from the penurized cotton farmer by raising the tarifr 
and therefore the cost to him of ties to bale his cotton is incapa
ble of adequate description. Here is an industry which has fat
tened for many decades off unjust tribute levied on the farmer 
wherever he had occasion to buy its products. The last tariff 
act, while it pretends to exempt agricultural implements from 
the tariff, is careful to provide in connection with the exemption 
that it shall not apply to articles dutiable under title 1 of the 
act, and title 1 places high tariffs on a great variety of agricul
tural implements or materials which go into their manufacture, 
including even tariffs on shovels, spades, forks, hoes, rakes, and 
scythes, which are taxed at 30 per cent. With practically every
thing else the farmer has to buy, and certainly every other char
acter of article made of steel, he has to make a contribution 
through the tariff to organized industry in order to get it. As a 
partial result of this system the farming interests of the coun
try are brought to bankruptcy; so much so that Congress even 
now is considering some means of get ting a bonus to them above 
the market value of their products in order that they may be 
able to survive. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Chairman, I say that it is the most 
brazen disregard of human rights, it is the most barefaced wrong 
ever attempted, for the sleek beneficiaries of these unjust laws to 
come here at a time when the Nation has just demanded their 
repeal and demand from the pauperized American farmer anoth'fil' 
pound of flesh, by seeking the increase of the cost of cotton ties 
through the medium of a tariff raise. It may Involve very little
only a few cents on the bale. It is the principle, or rather, lack 
of principle, of the thing against which I am protesting. You 
are being asked to further oppress the American cotton farmer 
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for the benefit of the steel industry-that 1s the issue 1n plain 
English, nothing more nor less. Your reply ought to be the 
reduction of the existing tariff on this farm-marketing necessity 
to the full limit you may recommend under the law. 

I am not concerned with intricate evidence concerning the 
cost of production of cotton ties in the United States and abroad, 
and with finely drawn comparisons of conditions of production 
intended to justify the action asked for in this case. The cotton 
farmer has no money to collect evidence to use in resisting this 
attempted pillage. Very probably the carefully prepared case 
which may be submitted as to relative costs of production at 
home and abroad could be tom down by the proper character of 
investigation. But the cotton farmer is unable t~ finance that 
character of investigation. After all, the question presented here 
is merely one of whether you will aid the American steel in
dustry not only to maintain, with respect to this commodity, but 
even to increase, the prices which it has maintained at pre
depression levels, to the detriment of the stricken cotton farmer 
whose prices for his products now are only a third of what he 
was receiving prior to the depression, or whether you will say 
to the steel industry: 

"It is time you bore a little greater part of the common burden 
of this country during these years of suffering; time you de
creased prices to the destitute producers of farm products, in
stead of seeking another opportunity to raise them; time you 
realized that this country is prepared to sound the death knell 
of a system under which the many are mulcted of their money 
for the benefit of the few." 

If you do say that, you must say it not only by denying this 
application for an increase in the tariff on cotton ties, but by 
recommending to the President the reduction to the full extent 
permissible under the law of the tariff rate on ties now in effect. 
Something else may be justified by technical argument concerning 
costs of production as these may be made to appear from the 
evidence collected by the steel companies or even by your ex
perts, but nothing else can be justified under any theory based 
upon a decent respect for the rights of men and an unwillingness 
that the laws of the Nation shall be used for the further im
poverishment, by however slight a degree, of the American 
farmer. 

FARM RELIEF 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
13991) to aid agriculture and relieve the existing national 
economic emergency. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 
by Mr. SNow) there were-ayes 81, noes 5. 

Mr. SNOW. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground there is not a quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is not a quorum present. 
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms 
will notify absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were-yeas 358, nays 2, 
not voting 66, as follows: 

Adkins 
Aldrich 
Allgood 
Almon 
Amlie 
Andresen 
Andrews, N.Y. 
Arentz 
Arnold 
AufderHeide 
Ayres 
Bacharach 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barton 
Beam 
Beedy 
Biddle 
Black 
Bland 
Blanton 
Boehne 
Boileau 
Boland 
Bolton 
Bowman 
Boylan 
Brand, Ohio 
Briggs 
Britten 
Brownlng 
Brumm 
Brunner 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Burch 
Burdick 

(Roll No. 138] 
YEA8-358 

Burtness 
Busby 
Cable 
Campbell, Iowa 
Campbell, Pa. 
Cannon 
Carden 
Carley 
Carter, Calif. 
Cartwright 
Cary 
Castell ow 
Cavicchia 
Celler 
Chapman 
Chase 
Chavez 
Chindblom 
Christgau 
Christopherson 
Clague 
Clancy 
Clark, N.C. 
Clarke, N.Y. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Cole, Iowa 
Cole, Md. 
Colller 
Collins 
Colton 
Condon 
Connery 
Connolly 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Cox 
Coyle 
Cross 
Crosser 

Crowe 
Culkin 
Cullen 
Darrow 
Davis,Pa. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Delaney 
DePriest 
DeRouen 
Dickinson 
Dickstein 
Dies 
Dominick 
Douglas, Ariz. 
Douglass, Mass. 
Doutrich 
Dowell 
Drane 
Drewry 
Driver 
Dyer 
Eaton, Colo: 
Eaton, N.J. 
Ellzey 
Engle bright 
Erk 
Eslick 
Estep 
Evans, Calif. 
Evans, Mont. 
Fernandez 
Fiesinger 
Finley 
Fish 
Fishburne 
Fitzpatrick 
Flannagan 
Flood 
Frear 

Free 
French 
Fuller 
Fulmer 
Gambrill 
Garber 
Gasque 
Gavagan 
Gibson 
Gifford 
Gilbert 
Gilchrist 
Glllen 
Glover 
Goldsborough 
Goss 
Granfield 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gregory 
Griffin 
Griswold 
Guyer 
Hadley 
Haines 
Hall, Ill. 
Hall, N.Dak. 
Hancock, N. Y. 
Hancock, N.C. 
Hardy 
Hare 
Harlan 
Hartley 
Hastings 
Haugen 
Hess 
Hill, Ala.. 
Hill, Wash. 
Hoch 

Hogg, Ind. 
Hogg, W.Va. 
Holaday 
Holllster 
Holmes 
Hooper 
Hope 
Houston, Del. 
Howard 
Huddleston 
Hull, Morton D. 
Jacobsen 
James 
Jeffers 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Mo. 
Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Jones 
Kading 
Kahn 
Kemp 
Kennedy, Md. 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Kerr 
Ketcham 
Kinzer 
Kleberg 
Knutson 
Kopp 
Kurtz 
Kvale 
LaGuardia 
Lambertson 
Lambeth 
Lamneck 
Lanham 
Lankford, Ga.. 
Lankford, Va. 
Larrabee 
Larsen 
Lea 
Leavitt 
Lehlbach 
Lichtenwalner 
Lindsay 
Lonergan 
Loofbourow 
Lovett~ 
Lozier 
Luce 

Ludlow Person Stokes 
McClintic, Okla. Pettengill Strong, Kans. 
McClintock, Ohio Pittenger Strong, Pa.. 
McCormack Polk Stull 
McDuffie · Pou Sullivan, N.Y. 
McFadden Prall Summers, Wash. 
McGugin Pratt, Harcourt J. Sumners, Tex. 
McKeown Pratt, Ruth Sutphin 
McMillan Purnell Swank 
McReynolds Ragon Swanson 
McSwain Rainey Swick 
Maas Ramseyer Swing 
Magrady Ramspeck Taber 
Major Ransley Tarver 
Maloney Rayburn Taylor, Colo. 
Manlove Reed, N.Y. Taylor, Tenn. 
Mansfield Reid, TIL Temple 
Mapes Reilly Thomason 
Martin, Oreg. Rich Thurston 
May Robinson Tierney 
Michener Rogers, Mass. Timberlake 
Millard Rogers, N. H. Tinkham 
Milligan Romjue Treadway 
Mitchell Sabath Turpin 
Mobley Sanders, N.Y. Underhill 
Montague Sanders, Tex. Vinson, Ga. 
Montet Sandlin Vinson, Ky. 
Moore, Ky. Schafer Warren 
Moore, Ohio Schneider Wason 
Morehead Schuetz Watson 
Mouser Seger Weaver 
Murphy Selvig Welch 
Nelson, Me. Shallenberger West 
Nelson, Mo. Shannon White 
Niedringhaus Shott Whitley 
Nolan Shreve Whittington 
Norton, Nebr. Sinclair Williams, Mo. 
Norton, N.J. Sirovich Williams, Tex. 
O'Connor Smith, Idaho Williamson 
Oliver, Ala. Smith, Va. Wilson · 
Overton Smith, W.Va. Wingo 
Palmisano Snell Wolcott 
Parker, Ga. Snow Wolverton 
Parker, N.Y. Somers, N.Y. Wood, Ga. 
Parks Sparks Woodruff 
Parsons Spence Woodrum 
Partridge Stafford Wright 
Patman Stalker Wyant 
Patterson Steagall Yon 
Peavey Stevenson 
Perkins Stewart 

NAY8-2 
Foss Martin, Mass. 

NOT VOTING-66 
Abernethy Crowther Horr Owen 

Rankin Allen Crump Hull, William E. 
Andrew, Mass. Curry Igoe 
Baldrige Davenport Johnson, TIL 
Beck Dieterich Johnson, S. Dak. 
Bloom Disney Johnson, Wash. 
Bohn Daughton Keller 
Brand, Ga. Doxey Kelly, TIL 
Buckbee . Freeman Kelly, Pa. 
Byrns Fulbright Kniffin 
Canfield Golder Kunz 
Carter, Wyo. Goodwin Lewis 
Chiperfield Hall, Miss. McLeod 
Cooke Hart Mead 
Cooper, Ohio Hawley Miller 
Corning Hopkins Nelson, Wis. 
Crail Hornor Oliver, N.Y. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Rudd 
Seiberling 
Simmons 
Sullivan, Pa. 
Sweeney 
Thatcher 
Underwood 
Weeks 
Wigglesworth 
Withrow 
Wolfenden 
Wood, Ind. 
Yates 

The Clerk announced the following pairs until further 
notice: 

Mr. Byrns with Mr. Wood of Indiana. 
Mr. Disney with Mr. Cooper of Ohio. 
Mr. Mead with Mr. Beck. 
Mr. Daughton with Mr. Carter of Wyoming. 
Mr. Underwood with Mr. Wolfenden. 
Mr. Rudd with Mr. Crowther. 
Mr. Hart with Mr. Buckbee. 
Mr. Kelly of lllinois with Mr. Andrew of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Miller with Mr. McLeod. 
Mr. Oli"ter of New York with Mr. Allen. 
Mr. Rankin with Mr. Wigglesworth. 
Mr. Keller with Mr. Thatcher. 
Mr. Corning with Mr. Davenport. 
Mr. Doxey with Mr. Hopkins. 
Mr. Crump with Mr. Johnson of Washington. 
Mr. Bloom with Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Hornor with Mr. Bohn. 
Mr. Kniffin with Mr. Weeks. 
Mr. Lewis with Mr. Cooke. 
Mr. Sweeney with Mr. Freeman. 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Golder. 
Mr. Brand of Georgia with Mr. Crail. 
Mr. Dieterich with Mr. Hawley. 
Mr. Caniield with Mr. Kelly of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Fulbright with Mr. Horr. 
Mr. Hall of Mississippi with Mr. Seiberling. 
Mrs. Owen with Mr. Johnson of South Dakota. 
Mr. Igoe with Mr. Curry. 
.Mr. Kunz with .Mr. GoodWin.. 
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The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The doors were opened. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill H. R. 13991, with Mr. WAR
REN in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose yesterday 

the reading of section 9 had been completed. This section 
is now open to amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairma~ I offer a committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment: Page 10, line 18, strike out "for hogs," 

and on page 11, strike out lines 4 to 24, both inclusive, and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(f) During the following periods the fair exchange value in 
the case of wheat, cotton, and hogs shall be as follows: 

"(1) In the case of wheat, 75 cents a bushel during the initial 
marketing period. 

"(2) In the case of cotton, 9 cents a pound during the initial 
marketing period. 

"(3) In the case of hogs, 5 cents a pound during the initial 
marketing period; and beginning with 1933-34 marketing year 
for hogs, 6 cents a pound, plus an additional one-half cent a 
pound for each 10 poi;nts increase that exists in the index number 
for factory employment over the index number therefor on the 
date of approval of this act, as published by the Federal reserve 
board, until such time as the fair exchange value for hogs so 
computed first equals such value as computed under subsection 
(e). Thereafter the fair exchange value for hogs shall be com
puted under subsection (e) ." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this is simply a provision for 
the interim between the date of approval of this act and 
the beginning of the marketing year with respect to these 
commodities and provides a "graduated step-up for the proc
essing fee. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. l yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. As I gather it from the amendment in 

reference to hogs, it virtually substitutes what is on page 11 
of the printed bill. Is not that right? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; that is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chainna~ will the gentle

man yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. With reference to cotta~ the 

price fixed is 9 cents. For what period does that mean that 
is the price? 

Mr. JONES. Until the beginning of the marketing year 
for cotton. 

Mr. HASTINGS. When is the beginning of the mar
keting year for cotton? 

Mr. JONES. It will begin with the incoming new crop. 
That is when the marketing year will be proclaimed. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Is the date fixed in the bill? 
Mr. JONES. No; the date will be determined. 
Mr. HASTINGS. Is the date to be determined by the 

Secretary of Agriculture? 
Mr. JONES. Yes; and it will be very easily determined. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I have been following this bill as a city 

dweller rather closely because it affects the consumers in the 
cities and industrial centers more, I think, than the agricul
tural districts. The initial price for cotton is fixed at 9 
cents. Does that mean that the cotton grower will get the 
market price of 6 cents and in every case an additional 3 
cents, or will it be determined partly by the exportable 
surplus? 

Mr. JONES. He will get 3 cents only on his domestic 
percentage which amounts to about 40 per cent. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Take, for instance, last year: During 
the last year the crop was 13,000,000 bales. Five million 
bales were consumed locally, leaving 8,000,000 bales for 
export. 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Then the cotton growers would get only 

five-thirteenths of 3 cents a pound. · 
Mr. JONES. During the interim period, that is right. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. BULWINKLE. Does the gentleman know how much 

cotton there is now in the hands of processors and farmers
what percentage of the crop? 

Mr. JONES. No; I asked the department for that. It is 
estimated at about 1,500,000 bales. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. They are the only ones who will get 
any benefit. 

Mr. JONES. That is the amount in the hands of the 
farmers. There may be more than that, altogether. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman-
Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. McGUGIN. I want to offer an amendment to the 

amendment at the proper time. Will the gentleman permit 
me to do that now? 

Mr. JONES. I think there are some other amendments to 
the committee amendment to be offered by members of the 
committee. 

Mr. McGUGIN. This is an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I object, Mr. Chairman. Will the 
gentleman yield for a question? I have some questions to 
ask about this amendment if the gentleman has further 
time. 

Mr. JONES. I will be pleased to yield if I have the time. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I wish the gentleman would explain the 

relationship between the processing fee and the price during 
the initial period with reference to hogs as proposed by the 
amendment. As I read it, it is entirely different from the 
bill as reported. 

Mr. JONES. There is a step-up in the processing fee. At 
the beginning of the initial period it is the difference be .. 
tween the prevailing price and 3% cents, and then the 
difference between the prevailing price and 4 cents, and then 
4% cents, and finally, up to 5 cents at the beginning of the 
marketing year. · 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairma~ I offer a perfecting 

amendment to the committee amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman's amendment relates 

to butterfat, the Chair will recognize the gentleman a little 
later. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chainn~ I offer an amendment 
to the committee amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. I think 
the gentleman from Minnesota was offering an amendment 
to the committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair decided yesterday that the 
orderly procedure in perfecting the committee amendment 
would be that as the different commodities come into the 
bill the Chair would first recognize the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. GLOVER], then the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Cox], and then the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
ANDRESEN], and the Chair will do this at the proper time. 

The Clerk will report the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from North Dakota. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURTNESS to the committee amend

ment: In paragraph (f), subdivision (3), appearing on page 12 
of the bill, showing committee amendment, change the figure 
"5" to" 4" and the figure "6" to "5," lines 19 and 21, on printed 
draft referred· to. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman--
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 

order. I do not want to be captious, but this will be unin
telligible in the RECORD inasmuch as the amendment refers 
to the committee print, which is not in the RECORD. 

Mr. BURTNESS. We have the committee print before us 
and it refers to the Jones amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a committee print before the 
committee at the present time and, of course, the committee 
can amend the committee print. 
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Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 

your attention, because I know that eve..ry city and farm 
dweller is interested in this amendment, as well as those 
who are interested in the Treasury of the United States 
balancing its Budget. 

The committee amendment proposes an entirely new and 
different structure with reference to hogs from that carried 
in the original bill before us. The original bill, as recom
mended by the farm organizations and as first reported by 
the committee, contemplated the same processing charge 
and the same adjustment certificate; that is, the two would 
be in identical amounts. We now find in this committee 
amendment a proposal to increase the price on hogs imme
diately to 5 cents a pound, but to provide a processing 
charge in a considerably less amount. You will readily 
realize what that means to the Treasury. It will result in 
a direct subsidy, something that some of us are opposed to 
and something which I believe the farm organizations have 
constantly opposed. It savors of the stabilization experi
ment in the present marketing act, which has proved so 
expensive to the Treasury. 

But what is more serious than that, as I see it, is what its 
effect will be upon the consumption of pork. I have been 
tremendously concerned with the question as to whether 
the consumers in our cities are going to immediately pay 
what will amount to an average of 4 to 5 cents a pound 
more for the pork products. If they will not, hogs will have 
no market. The committee plainly recognized this danger 
when they reported the original bill or reported the language 
which it is now proposed to amend, because, turning to page 
11 of the original bill, we find that they proposed, first, an 
increase in price to 3% cents a pound at the farm, then to 
4 cents, and then 4 Y2 cents during the initial period, and 
then to 5 cents in the marketing season, plus additional 
amounts if employment develops. That seems a sane and 
fair step-up and I approve it. Now, because of some pres
sure from somewhere-! do not know where-the committee 
has apparently abandoned its original judgment and is now 
proposing an immediate increase to 5 cents a pound, but a 
smaller processing fee. Naturally I would like to see such 
increase, provided we can sell the hogs at that price. 

All my amendment does is to cut that to 4 cents, which 
is the average of what the committee proposed in the first 
place. That price would apply only to the initial period. 
I then provide a minimum price of 5 cents when the new 
marketing season arrives, with similar additions up until 
the ratio price is reached if employment increases. In other 
words, the amendment which I propose is entirely in har
mony with the original recommendation by the Committee 
on Agriculture of the House and the original bill of the 
farm leaders. 

The real reasons I am proposing it are two in number. 
The first and minor one is to a void a burden to the Treas
ury which I feel can not be justified. The second and more 
important is to provide a slower step-up in the hope that 
the consumers will not discontinue the buying of pork, 
either by shifting to other commodities or in any other way. 

There is always a danger of enthusiasts for any legisla
tion trying to make Mo good a job out of it, and that is 
what I fear the people who are responsible for this par
ticular committee amendment are attempting. I am afraid 
of it. I fear it will defeat its own purpose. They are trying 
to make too good a job of it-a job so good that pork prod
ucts are likely to back up on the farm and thus deprive 
the farmers of the country of a daily market for their hogs. 
We must preserve some market, for we can not afford to 
shoot our hogs. \Ve must sell them. They should be used 
for human consumption. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BURTNESS. I yield. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Your amendment changes it from 5 

to 4, and then in the third period over in the next sec
tion the farmers would be subsidizing the Treasury. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, no; for that should likewise be 
changed when that section is reached to 4 cents; and if my 
amendment is adopted, I shall move to reduce the processing 

fee during the initial period so that the two harmonize. Of 
course, I must wait till that section is read before I can 
propose that amendment. 

I bespeak a favorable vote at your hands. It will reduce 
a real hazard to the producers of hogs and will still provide 
higher prices, which I hope can be absorbed. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I wish to call the gentle
man's attention to the fact that for the first 30 days there 
are no benefits paid, while the processing fee will be col
lected right along during that period. The floor tax will 
be a source of revenue. Then, too, the processing fee is 
in force for an extra month after the end of the year, so 
I think the step-up in benefits during the interim period 
will be fully and adequately cared for. The gentleman 
should not, of course, lose sight of the fact that there is no 
attempt in this bill to use specific receipts for the payment 
of benefits, and the matter will adjust itself as the measure 
gets under way. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I call the gentleman's attention to 
section 11. Is not it a fact that those fees are set aside for 
the payment of refunds? 

Mr. JONES. Whether it will all be used for the purpose 
will depend on how much of the commodity is on the floor 
at the end of the period. It is anticipated it will be some
what less. I think it will all be cared for. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The section provides that this fund 
shall be held as a special fund in the Treasury. 

Mr. JONES. That fund is available only for that period. 
When that purpose is cared for it will be in the Treasury. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this particular 
amendment and amendments thereto close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman moves that all debate 
on this amendment now close. The question is on the adop
tion of the amendment to the committee amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BURTNEss) there were 17 ayes and 61 noes. 

So the amendment to the committee amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment to the committee amendment: In the matter pro

posed to be inserted by the committee amendment, after the 
word "wheat" where it first appears, insert a comma and the 
word "rice." After paragraph 1 insert a new paragraph, as fol
lows: "2. In the case of rice, 90 cents a bushel during the initial 
market period." 

In the succeeding paragraph strike out "2" and insert "3," 
strike out "3" and insert "4." 

Mr. RAMSEYER. What was the exchange value of rice 
in 1909 to 1914? 

Mr. GLOVER. In 1914 it was a little over 92 cents. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. And here you make it 90 cents. You 

·make it a little higher than any other commodity. 
Mr. GLOVER. No; I think not. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Wheat is 75 cents, and cotton 9 cents? 
Mr. GLOVER. Cotton is now 5 cents. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. I am talking about the fair-exchange 

value. The fair exchange on hogs is for the initial period 5 
cents. You are placing rice out of all proportion to the 
other commodities. 

Mr. GLOVER. I do not think so. 
- Mr. RAMSEYER. There is no way of getting away from 
the figures. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the 
amendment by striking out " 90 " and inserting " 75." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. STAFFORD to the amendment offered by 1\'Ir. 

GLoVER: Strike out "90" and insert " 75." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that is an amendment in the third degree. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAffiMAN. The gentlemen is recognized for five 

minutes. 
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· Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. JoNES] just stated to me in a colloquial tone 
that 90 cents is the proper rate. It is difficult for me to 
ascertain the logic of his arithmetic. In the case of wheat 
it is acknowledged that 91 cents is a proper basic rate, and 
yet it is fixed in the bill at 75 cents. In the case of cotton, 
the basic rate is 12.6 cents, and it is fixed at 9 cents. We 
are going pretty far when we extend this privilege to the 
rice growers at all, and now it is proposed as a sop to the 
rice growers to give them a preferential consideration and 
make the rate 90 cents, whereas that is the prevailing rate. 
I wanted to offer an amendment to have the rate conform 
to the others. I am not biased against rice because it is 
raised in Arkansas and Louisiana, but I do not think it is 
fair to the cotton grower or the wheat grower or the hog 
producer to give rice a preferential consideration and make 
it 90 cents when everyone knows it is out of proportion to 
the prevailing rates. I ask the membership of the House 
to vote down the amendment of the gentleman from Arkan
sas so that we can offer an amendment and bring the rate 
down to a level of the others, and make it 75 cents or what
ever figure is proper. 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for three minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com

mittee, this has been very carefully worked out. The gentle
man from Wisconsin forgets that it takes twice as much 
labor to produce a bushel of rice as it does a bushel of 
wheat. Necessarily it is, and always has been, a little higher 
in price than wheat, because it could not be raised if it 
were not so. It is expensive to raise and expensive to handle. 
This really places a lower basis for it than it does for wheat 
at 75 cents, and I ask the committee to disregard the sug
gestion of the gentleman from Wisconsin and to vote my 
amendment in. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What does the gentleman say to the 
statement made by the gentleman from Wisconsin that the 
index number on rice, compared with the other commodities 
in the bill, is not sufficiently high to warrant this increase. 

Mr. GLOVER. I do not think that is well founded at all. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Can the gentleman give us the figures? 
Mr. GLOVER. I gave them a moment ago, that 92 cents 

was the price in 1914, and what we are trying to establish 
is the level from 1909 to 1914. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But we are trying to establish that 
figure ultimately in the next marketing year. 

Mr. GLOVER. That is true, but the gentleman will re
member that wheat is now 32 cents, and you are trying to 
raise it to 75 cents. 

Mr. ·BURTNESS. But in the meantime, in the initial 
period, no commodity is being placed at the parity price. 

Mr. GLOVER. That is true. 
Mr. BURTNESS. But if the gentleman is giving us the 

correct figures, he is proposing to put rice up to 90 cents. 
Mr. GLOVER. If the gentleman will take the figures of 

the Department of Agriculture he will find that it has gone 
to twice what it is fixed at several times. We do not expect 
it to stop at 90 cents. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But some commodities have remained 
down m the cellar so far as that is concerned for 12 years. 
I am willing to go along on a fair comparison, but it does 
seem unfair to apply 75 cents to one and not to the other. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. I would like to get this right. I ask the 

gentleman whether he has considered any in-between fig
ure for the period before the market season opens. It is 
less than parity as to these other commodities, and I suggest 
that the gentleman make an adjustment on that basis if he 
has not done so. 

Mr. GLOVER. I tried to do that. 

Mr. JONES. What is the ratio price on rice, 1909 to 
1914? Would it be 92? 

Mr. GLOVER. It would be 92 and a fraction. 
Mr. JONES. Then I think the gentleman had better take 

75 cents or 80 cents for the in-between period before the 
harvesting season starts. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I appeal to the gentleman to do that. 
We are trying to help, and it is a pretty hard job as it is, 
without adding more difficulty. 

Mr. GLOVER. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to modify my amendment by making it 80 cents in
stead of 90 cents. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks 
unanimous consent to modify his amendment by making 
it 80 cents instead of 90 cents. Is there objection? 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAffiMAN. All time has expired. The question is 

on the adoption of the amendment to the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
that amendment to the amendment be changed to make rice 
75 cents. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, and the amendment is so modified. 

The question is on the adoption of the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVER] to the com
mittee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amendment 
to the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Cox to the committee amendment: 

After the word "cotton," wherever it appears in the amendment, 
insert a comma and the word "peanuts," and after "(3) ," in 
the amendment as amended, insert a. new paragraph, as follows: 

"(4) In the case of peanuts 3 cents per pound during the initial 
marketing period, and in succeeding paragraph strike out ' ( 4)' and 
insert '(5) .'" 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I yield to my colleague the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. CASTELLowl. 

Mr. CASTELLOW. Mr. Chairman, the question under 
consideration is of most vital interest to the people of the 
State from which I come, namely, the State of Georgia. We 
are not only interested in the bill in its entirety, but we 
are most vitally and deeply interested in this special provi
sion of the bill with reference to peanuts. 

In order that this House may understand something of the 
conditions under which this great crop is produced, I ask 
your indulgence for just a few moments to picture to you 
as near as I can the scene in the homes and on the farms 
from which they come. They are produced mostly by the 
smaller farmers of our State. Our State produces more 
peanuts than any other State in the Union. The average 
small farmer will turn to peanuts when he is unable to buy 
fertilizer to produce cotton, which in our State it is impos
sible to produce without fertilizer. Also the poorest of our 
land and often the poorest of our farmers devote themselves 
to the production of peanuts for these reasons. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. CASTELLOW. I will be glad to yield. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. The fair exchange value for the base 

period for peanuts was how much? That is, 1909-1914? 
Mr. CASTELLOW. From 1909 to 1914 it was about 3¥2 

cents per pound. · 
Mr. RAMSEYER. And the amendment is to make it for 

the initial period 3 cents a pound? 
Mr. CASTELLOW. There are two varieties of peanuts 

grown, and the prices differ. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Well, what about roasted? 
Mr. CASTELLOW. That is the Virginia peanuih 
Mr. RAMSEYER. What does the amendment contain? 
Mr. CASTELLOW. Three cents. 
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Mr. RAMSEYER. Is the gentleman not a little high as 

compared with other commodities? 
Mr. COX. If my colleague will yield, I think if he will 

study the figures he will find the prices 1909-1915 were 
4% cents instead of 3%. 

Mr. CASTELLOW. The average price for the Virginia 
peanuts 1909-1914 was 3.4 cents per pound, or $68 per ton, 
or $1.02 per bushel. For Spanish peanuts, which are grown 
very largely in my State, the average price, 1909-1914, was 
3.84 cents per pound, $76.80 per ton, ·or $1.15 per bushel. 

The last information I had from Georgia was· that the 
Spanish variety of peanuts was selling at about $20 per ton, 
or 1 cent per pound. 

The farm unit in Georgia is designated as a plow. About 
40 acres can be cultivated by one farmer family. That 40 
acres would be devoted, as a rule, 20 acres to peanuts, 10 
acres in cotton, and 10 acres in corn. Last year the average 
production in our section of the State was about 1 ton of 
peanuts to 5 acres. In that event he would have produced 
4 tons of peanuts. At the present price that would be worth 
$80. He would receive for his labor during the year from 
that source about $40, $14 of which would go for the picking 
of the peanuts; that is, separating them from the vine after 
they have been harvested from the field. That would leave 
him net $26 for his part of the crop of peanuts. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I am constrained to ask unani

mous consent that the gentleman be allowed to speak for 
five additional minutes. 

Mr. JONES. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon 
that. If the gentleman will modify his request to make it 
two minutes, I shall not object. 

Mr. COX. Very well. I will modify the request, Mr. 
Chairman, to make it two minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASTELLOW. To continue this picture, this farmer, 

with his wife and children, receives $26 net from his peanut 
crop. His 10 acres in cotton would produce about two 
bales. For that he would receive $60. His part of it would 
be $30. It would require the proceeds from the seed to 
pay for the ginning, the bagging, and the ties, on a liberal 
estimate. Therefore, he would receive $30 from that cotton 
and $26 from the peanuts, making an aggregate of $56 to 
support him and those dependent upon him. 

You can readily see, unless some help is provided, what 
will come to him and his family. God only knows how they 
ever have existed so long, except for the fact that they ob
tain their fuel from the forest, their water from the spring, 
their light from the heavens, their food from their gardens, 
and under present conditions their clothing will have to 
come from charity. 

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CASTELLOW. I yield. 
Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman please detail the 

processing of peanuts? From whom would the tax or fee 
be collected in this case? · 

Mr. CASTELLOW. From the shellers. Peanuts can not 
be converted into any use or cons'Jmption without being 
shelled, except those that are roast~d. and that is really a 
negligible portion. 

Mr. GARBER. That portion, then, would not come 
within the terms of the bill? 

Mr. COX. Yes; it would come under the bill. 
Mr. CASTELLOW. I understand that it would. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 

Georgia has again expired. 
The question is on the amendment of the gentleman from 

Georgia to the committee amendment. 
The amendment to the committee amendment was 

agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 

to the committee amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN to the committee amend

ment: After the comma following the word" wheat" in the second 

line of the amendment insert the word "butterfat"; also after 
pa~agraph ( 1) add a new paragraph as follows: 

(2) In ~he case of butterfat 26 cents a pound during the ini-
tial marketmg period." 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDRESEN. I yield. 
Mr. GOSS. What is the ratio price on butterfat? 
Mr ANDRESEN. The price for. the initial period is fixed 

at 26 cents per pound. 
Mr. GOSS. What was it in 1914? 
Mr. ANDRESEN. It was nearly 28 cents between 1909 

and 1914. 
Mr. GOSS. So that the dairy interests are nearly in the 

class with rice? ' 
Mr. ANDRESEN. No; not at all. 
Mr. GOSS. The gentleman knows they reduced rice. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. I know, but that is no reason why dairy 

products have to be reduced. This is figured out according 
to a scientific calculation and is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGuGIN to the committee amend

ment: That all of said amendment pertaining to hogs be stricken 
out. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, let me please appeal to 
just the common everyday sense of the membership of this 
House. Let us see what we are now doing. We have got 
this bill in worse shape than it was when it came from the 
committee. Here we are trying outright, bold, straight price 
fixing. I admit when it came from the committee, we tried 
that on hogs in part. You can not get away with it. · It 
runs counter to every principle of economic law from the 
beginning of time until now. 

Let us see how this thing works out. Take the case of 
the two kinds of peanuts: You are placing the same rate 
of increase on the cheap Virginia peanuts that you place 
on the higher-priced Georgia peanuts. 

What is happening to hogs? By congressional decree we 
are declaring that an old boar, 10 years old, with tusks 6 
inches long, will sell for practically the same price on the 
market as a good young 200-pound hog. This is shocking 
to the intelligence of anybody. 

It even should be shocking to the intelligence of Congress. 
Not even a desire to play on the heartstrings of human mis
ery and make political capital of the farmer's despair can 
justify writing such asininity into law, yet that is the bill 
which we are writing here to-day. We can not do it and 
get away with it. We are making ourselves ridiculous. The 
hog people can not get away with it. You have arbitrarily 
increased the price of hogs without doing anything for beef 
and mutton. You may be able to get away with it on wheat 
and cotton, because they do not have such outright com
peting substitutes, but you can not get away with it in the 
case of hogs, for you have direct competing substitutes in 
the form of beef and mutton. 

Now, if you are honest and want to be fair with this bill, 
make a fixed price on beef and mutton. Give beef and mut
ton an increase in price, then there can be no discrimina
tion as between the consumption of pork, beef, and mutton, 
and there can be no discrimination in the benefits derived 
from legislation as between beef and mutton producers on 
the one hand and the hog producers on the other. 

This thing is not right. It shocks the intelligence of each 
and every Member of this House. It can not be otherwise; 
and, as a matter of fair legislation, intelligent legislation, 
legislation that in the end must be for the best interests of 
all the people, hog raisers, sheep raisers, beef raisers, and 
the consuming public, we ought not to try this bold, delib
erate effort here to increase by legislation the price of 
products to a given specific amount. If we can, we should 
go down the entire agricultural line and arbitrarily pro-
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vide that each and every agricultural product shall sell 
for the 1909-1914 price. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Chairman, will th~ 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGUGIN. I yield. 
Mr. CLARKE of New York. Does not the gentleman 

think that in a country dedicated to equality, if we are 
going to establish a price for one farm commodity, we 
should go all along the line from the top to the bottom? 
Otherwise we are introducing discriminatory ·legislation. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Certainly; but when the gentleman 
speaks of a country dedicated to equality, he speaks about 
this country as it used to be, not as it is now. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McGUGIN. I yield. 
Mr. BARTON. Does the gentleman believe that beef is 

benefited any by reason of the protective tariff? 
Mr. McGUGIN. Yes; except for tariff, Mexican and South 

American cattle would flood the American market. 
Mr. BARTON. Then, is not that sufficient? 
Mr. McGUGIN. It is not sufficient at this time, because 

beef, like everything else, protected or unprotected by tariff, 
is selling for too low a price. 

Mr. PARKER of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo
sition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, in no instance since I became a Member of 
this Congress have I voted for legislation that was designed 
to favor one particular group of our people. I have voiced 
my opposition to class legislation on the floor of the House 
and in my campaign speeches. Heretofore, when I have 
determined to vote against legislation in the interest of a 
particular class or group, my constituents have approved of 
my course of action. I have voted against such legislation, 
despite the fact that in several instances I would have been 
benefited personally by the enactment of the particular bill 
that I did not support. No man, under our system of gov
ernment, is entitled to privileges that interfere with the 
rights of others. 

I was greatly distressed during the summer and fall that 
have just passed to learn that a great many of our people 
were waiting for Santa Claus, in the form of Uncle Sam, 
to visit them and pull them out of the mire. They expected 
the Federal Government to finance their farming activities; 
to take over their mortgaged land, and give them additional 
money to pay taxes and their other living expenses; and to 
feed and clothe them and their families through the Ameri
can Red Cross. This Government can not exist if it con
tinues to try to support the people. That is not the theory 
on which our Government was founded. It is the duty of 
the people to support the Government; and no government, 
however strong it may be, can exist for any great length of 
time if it undertakes to support the people who owe to it 
their loyalty and allegiance. [Applause.] 

I would consider myself most unfortunate if my people 
should ever get the impression that I would not do anything 
in my power to better the situation of our farmers, not only 
in my section of the country but in any part of the United 
States. There is a bare possibility that this legislation will 
help one class of our people. The people in the section of 
the country from which I come are blue and despondent. 
Their distress is unparalleled. They are sick at heart. Con
ditions are growing worse daily and the fetters that bind 
them are getting tighter and tighter each time the sun 
rises and sets. They are wandering in a morass, unable to 
find their bearings. 

In my opinion the greatest problem that confronts us as 
legislators is to get the Federal Government out of business 
and put business into the Government. The hypodermic 
that the Government is administering to the farmers, the 
railroads, the bankers, and to certain other classes of our 
citizens is making addicts out of them. It is destroying in
dependent thought and action, and sooner or later the sup
ply of economic narcotics will become exhausted, and when 
we can no longer lull the people to sleep with an injection 
because we can not get it, we will have more trouble on our 

hands than we have at this time. The burden of taxation is 
becoming unbearable. Where we are headed for God only I 
knows. 

It is my one desire to render real service to the people 
whom I have the honor to represent in this House of Rep
resentatives. I hope the good Lord will give me enough in
telligence to determine my course of action in each situation 
as it confronts me. After I have been convinced that it is 
my duty to vote for or against a particular piece of legisla
tion, I hope I shall be honest enough and courageous e:Gough 
to cast my vote as my better judgment dictates. [Applause.] 

I am frank to admit that I doubt the justice and the wis
dom of the domestic-allotment plan incorporated in this bill. 
I seriously doubt its feasibility and that the plan is workable. 
However, it seems to me that the time has come in our eco
n.omic life when something must be done by the Congress. 
This is the only effort that has been made by the Congress 
since I became a Member of it to rehabilitate the farmer. 
When I was a member of the Military Establishment of our 
country, I was taught that in certain situations it is neces
sary for one to act, to do something, even if that something 
be the wrong thing. I can not permit it to be said of me 
that an effort was made to double the price of cotton, wheat, 
tobacco, hogs, rice, peanuts, and dairy prod·wts, and that I 
used my influence and vote against such a proposal. Since 
this bill proposes to do that and since it is a temporary re
lief measure and more or less an experiment, and believing 
as I do that the economic conditions of the people in this 
country who produce the food that sustains all of us can not 
nossibly be made worse, I am going to support this bill and 
vote for it, not only in its entirety but for every provision 
that is incorporated in it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 
amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee amend

ment. 
The Clerk. read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs: Page 11, line 3, 

after. the figures " 1914," insert a comma and the following: 
"except that in the case of tobacco the base period shall be the 
period commencing September, 1909, and terminating August, 
1919." 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I think we should be 
given some explanation as to why tobacco is to be given a 
different status by this amendment. 

Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman that tobacco is 
a peculiar commodity in that it is grown in segregated dis
tricts. It always has had a tax on it, and is a sort of an 
exception to all rules applying to other commodities. The 
1909 to 1914 period is not an accurate period. There are 
seven major types which must be treated as "different com
modities. For illustration, the average for Burley for a 25-
year period is 17.95 cents per pound. That is only one 
particular type, No. 31; but the average for it from the 
period 1909 to 1914 was 10.15 cents per pound. This amend
ment would make the ratio price 14% cents, which is a 
normal increase. It is less than the average for the 25-
year period and less than it is bringing to-day. This is the 
type of burley grown in Kentucky, Virginia, .West Virginia, 
Ohio, Indiana, MissQuri, and Arkansas. 

In the fire-cured dark of Virginia, Kentucky, and Ten
nessee; the flue-cured of Virginia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, and Florida; the Havana seed type of 
New York and Pennsylvania; the sucker, of west Kentucky; 
the Pennsylvania seed leaf; Wisconsin, Connecticut, and 
Maryland tobaccos the conditions are the same. The prices 
of the parity period are less than the present prices and less 
than a fair price for tobacco. If it is to be operative upon 
tobacco, a reasonable increase, such as set forth in the 
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amendment proposed, should be adopted. I hope the 
amendment will be agreed to. 

:r .. rr. STAFFORD. I have read the report of the hearings; 
and as I recall, tobacco made the poorest showing of any 
staple product. There was only a difference of 15 per cent. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Nineteen per cent. 
Mr. STAFFORD. There was only a difference of 19 per 

cent in the prevailing price over the average price during 
the war. Is not the gentleman scurrying around to find 
some other scale on which to justify giving a bonus to the 
tobacco growers? 

Mr. JONES. I have gone over this with the tobacco 
people. If it needs a more complete explanation, the gen
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. VINSON] will make it; but I 
believe they have been very fair and reasonable in setting 
their parity by taking the average price and the average 
period and the long-range price. I believe this would be fair. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This is a tax upon women and children 
who use cigarettes. Of course, if we applied this same period 
to the other articles, that would militate against the growers 
of their product, because prices since the war have been less 
than they were prior to the declaration of war. I suppose 
that is the reason you are not extending this to the other 
articles. 

Mr. JONES. Tobacco was not affected in that way. 
Mr. STAFFORD. It just happens that in the case of 

tobacco the price has been rather stable right along and has 
not fallen into the slough of despond like other products, 
and now you want to bolster it up and give it this average 
price at the expense of the tobacco user. 

Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman that the 
tobacco grower has not benefited. He has got a very low 
price regardless of the retail price. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will this affect the price of the" deadly 
nail"? 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If my capable friend from 
Wisconsin will permit, during the period 1909 to 1914 you 
had the lowest prices for tobacco in the past 25 years. In 
the case of wheat, cotton, and hogs an increase in price over 
the present price is set up in this bill. In the case of tobacco, 
the fair exchange value is less than it is bringing to-day. 
Kentucky Burley tobacco is selling now around 14 to 15 
cents; the parity period price is a trifle over 10. cents. The 
parity price under the amendment will be about 14 Y2 cents 
per pound. As the bill is written, the tobacco grower "WOuld 
be injured rather than helped. 

For the past four fiscal years, the years of depression, 
tobacco has put into the Treasury of the United States 
almost $2,000,000,000. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And cigarette and other users have paid 
into the Treasury. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It works both ways. This 
onerous tax means. decreased price to the grower; likewise it 
means decreased consumption, which means a lesser price to 
the grower. The ~rower gets caught going and coming. 

Tobacco is one of the original basic commodities included 
in the bill. It is a commodity of which there is a substan
tial exportable surplus. The bill is intended to help the 
tobacco growers of the Nation. Tobacco is grown in 19 of 
our States. There are 400,000 tobacco farms in the Nation. 
Millions of our people are looking hopefully for a living price 
for tobacco. 

The 1931 crop in vast areas brought less than the cost of 
production. 'ntis year the price has done fairly well, due 
to decreased production and the fact that we have 10-cent 
cigarettes. 

In my judgment, the base period between 1909 and 1914 
would be decidedly harmful to tobacco prices rather than 
helpful. This period brings the lowest average price for 
any similar period during the past 25 years. It was the 
poorest market for a quarter of a century. Kentucky 
Burley averaged during that period 10.15 cents. For the 
25-year period the average is 18 cents. The parity period 
as proposed in this amendment brings the average price up 
to 14% cents. Fire-cured dark tobacco, type 22, in Ken-

tucky and Tennessee averages 8.35 cents for the parity 
period under the bill, as against an average of 12 cents per 
pound over the 25-year period. The proposed parity price 
for this type will be 10.48 cents. Types 23 and 24 in Ken
tucky and Tennessee, the 1909 and 1914 average, was 7.2 
cents, as against practically 10 cents for the 25-year period. 
The new average would be 9.39 cents un.der the amendment. 

Whereas there is a material increase over present prices 
providing for wheat, cotton, and hogs, we find that actually 
the fair exchange value of tobacco even under the proposed 
amendment is less than the prevailing prices to-day. 

Tobacco is the one agricultural product that is taxed. It 
bears the heaviest tax of any commodity. As heretofore 
stated, the grower because of this tax gets less for his 
tobacco. Undoubtedly the increased price of the manufac
tured article means decreased consumption. Naturally this 
means a lesser price to the grower on account of the re
striction of the market. With cigarette tobacco bearing $1 
per pound tax and chewing and smoking tobacco 18 cents 
per pound, yielding almost $2,000,000,000 in taxes in the 
four fiscal years of depression, we respectfully suggest to the 
friends of the bill and to all fair-minded listeners that the 
proposed amendment is both sound and just. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

TITLE II-ADJUSTMENT CHARGES 

PAYMENT OF ADJUSTED CHARGES 

SEc. 10. (a) There shall be levied, assessed, and collected an 
adjustment charge on the first domestic processing of any wheat, 
cotton, tobacco, or hogs, whether of domestic production or im
ported, to be paid by the processor. Adjustment charges shall at 
any given time be at the same rate per unit of the commodity as 
the fair exchange allowance then in effect with respect to the com
modity. Adjustment charges shall commence on the day fol
lowing the date of approval of this act and shall terminate with 
respect to any commodity one month after the end of the 1933-
34 marketing year for the commodity; except that if this act 
is extended with respect to any commodity for an additional year, 
pursuant to proclamation of the Secretary of Agriculture under 
section 28, then adjustment charges with respect to the commod
ity shall terminate one month after the end of the l934--35 
marketing year for the commodity. 

(b) Each processor required to pay any adjustment charge im
posed by this section shall procure and keep posted a certificate 
of registry in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Sec
retary of the Treasury. Any processor who falls to register or to 
keep posted any certificate of registry in accordance with such 
regulations shall, upon conviction thereof, be subject to a fine of 
not more than $1,000. 

(c) In order to protect the processors of cotton against dis
advantages in competition, during any period for which an ad
justment charge is in effect with respect to cotton, there shall be 
levied, assessed, and collected upon the first domestic processing 
of silk or rayon an adjustment charge equal to the adjustment 
charge then in effect as to cotton, per like unit of the commodity, 
to be paid by the processor. No such charge shall be collected with 
respect to rayon derived from processed cotton subject to an ad
justment charge with respect to its processing. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 12, line 9, 

strike out "commodity. Adjustment" and insert 1n lieu thereof 
the following: " commodity; except that in the case of hogs, 
during the periods specified below, the adjustment charge shall 
be the difference between the price received for hogs by pro
ducers at local markets and the following amounts: 

"(1) For the period commencing the day following the date of 
approval of this act and terminating April 30, 1933, 3 Y2 cents a 
pound. 

"(2) For the period commencing May 1, 1933, and terminating 
June 30, 1933, 4 cents a pound. 

"(3) For the period commencing July 1, 1933, and terminating 
at the beginning of the 1933-34 marketing year, 4Y2 cents a 
pound. 

" The price received for hogs by producers at local markets shall 
be determined and proclaimed by the Secretary of Agriculture 
from time to time for the purposes of this section. Such price 
shall be determined by the Secretary on the basis of index 
numbers for prices as computed and published by the Department 
of Agriculture. 

"(b) Adjustment." 
In line 19, strike, out "(b)" and insert "(c)," and on page 13, 

line 3, strike out "(c)" and insert "(d)". 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the chairman 

make a brief explanation as to the effect of these rates and 
the adjustment charges? 

Mr. JONES. The adjustment charge for the first period 
would be the difference between the prevailing market price 
and 3% cents; for the second part of the initial period 
the difference between the prevailing market price and 4 
cents, and for the next part the difference between the pre
vailing market price and 4% cents; and then after that, at 
the beginning of the marketing year, it would be the differ
ence between the prevailing market price and the exchange 
value affixed in another part of the bill. 

Mr. NELSON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield fur
ther? 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. NELSON of Missouri. For instance, during the first 

period, we will assume the price is 3 cents a pound, what 
would the farmer get for hogs? 

Mr. JONES. If that were the average price, determined 
by the index numbers, he would get the 3 cents and then he 
would get a certificate, if he complied with the requirements, 
for 2 additional cents a pound. 

Mr. NELSON of Missouri. For the first period? 
Mr. JONES. For the first period; yes. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Does the amendment strike out sub

division {a) of section 10? 
Mr. JONES. No; it does not. It inserts new matter into 

the subsection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee 

amendment. 
The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLoVER: Page 12, line 5, after the 

word "wheat," insert a comma and the word "rice." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KERR: On page 12, line 5, after the 

word " cotton," insert a comma and the word " peanuts." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: Page 12, line 5, after the 

comma following the word "tobacco," insert the word .. butterfat." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: On page 13, line 12, in

sert the following: 
"(b) In order to protect the processor of butterfat against dis

advantages in competition during any period for which an ad
justment charge is in effect with respect to butterfat there shall 
be levied, assessed, and collected upon the manufacture of oleo
margarine an adjustment charge equal to the adjustment charge 
then in effect as to butterfat per like unit of the commodity to 
be paid by the manufacturer thereof." 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of 
order on the amendment. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the 
amendment is to give the same protection to the dairy in
dustry that the cotton producer has secured in the tax on 
silk, rayon, and jute. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Who is to determine the tax on this 
poor man's butter? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. The same method will be used as is 
used for the dairy products-that of butterfat, at approxi
mately 4 cents a pound. 

Mr. STAFFORD. As to the practical working, here is an 
oleomargarine manufacturer; is he to be charged daily or 
monthly on every increase in the price of butter? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. It is very simple to handle. The price 
is fixed for the whole market year after the initial period, 
starting July 1. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the reserva
tion of the point of order. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman. I want to say to the 
House that it would be extremely dangerous to adopt this 
amendment at this time. The difficulties and complications 
suggested by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD], 
immediately arise. There is no comparison nor is there the 
similarity between rayon and silk and cotton that there is 
between butter and oleomargarine. 

We have in the law now every protection to the producers 
and the consumers in the United States to prevent oleomar
garine being sold as butter. In addition we have a Federal 
tax on oleomargarine. In my State it is a penal offense for 
a retailer to sell oleomargarine for butter and he is even re
quired to display a sign in his store that oleomargarine is 
sold there. The same is true of the restaurants and other 
public places where oleomargarine is dispensed. 

I want to say that I helped in every way I could to put 
the dairy products in the bill. I voted for the amendment. 
. Now, do not go too far. We have a serious condition here; 

and I say if you adopt this amendment, you will not be 
helping the butter industry one bit. A period of adjustment 
must be provided. 

In these times where nourishment is limited, where food 
is limited, and the cost of food may be increased, the human 
body needs a certain amount of fats. Gentlemen, be reason
able in your proposition. You are in danger of unduly load
ing and killing your own bill. I stood with you on the basic 
principle of parity and the necessity of an economic ad
justment. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; I can not yield, because I feel that 

I have been imposed upon. I did not know that this oleo
margarine amendment was to be offered. Perhaps it is my 
fault that I do not know. I am not blaming anyone. I 
want to say, Mr. Chairman, after agreeing to go along with 
the dairy industry and knowing of the amendments to be 
proposed, now to be confronted with an amendment extend
ing it to oleomargarine, I submit I am not prepared and 
urge that the amendment be withdrawn. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which 
the gentleman from New York refers to was printed in the 
RECORD. He had full knowledge of it if he read the RECORD. 
I also spoke of it on the floor a week ago. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I appeal to the mem
bership of the House and the friends of this bill to stand by 
me in this one instance. I think it will be only fair to at least 
try out the original provisions of the act during the first 
year and see how it is going to work. There will be time 
enough to extend it to oleomargarine if we find it is neces
sary later on. I do not believe oleomargarine is going to 
defeat the purpose of this bill. It will not destroy the pur
pose of it at all. Oleomarga.rine is not a good substitute for 
butter, but it has certain necessary fats, and where butter 
can not be purchased oleomargarine may be used. The 
difference between the two is such that the present protec
tion of butter does not require oleo to be included at 
this time. I appeal to the gentlemen of the committee to 
withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word to call to the attention of the committee the 
situation in regard to cotton and the competition that is 
provided for in this subsection (d). Cotton will pay a tax 
of 3 cents a pound or 50 per cent of the present cost, basing 
it at 6 cents a pound. Rayon will pay a tax based upon 
the present price of approximately 60 cents a pound, or 5 
per cent. Silk will pay 2% per cent of its present cost. In 
addition to this, it does not place cotton upon a parity with 
either rayon or silk. Linen is left out entirely. And the 
waste on a bale of cotton is about 20 per cent, thus the 
cotton manufacturers will pay a tax of 3.6 cents per pound. 
So much for that. 

I call attention also to the fact that in cotton goods the 
heavY goods, the overalls, the coarse fabric, will pay pro
portionately a much heavier tax, which will be paid for by 
the poor people of America, while on a broadcloth cotton 
shirt the tax would be hardly 2 cents. The tax would be 
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heavier on a pair of overalls, and a pair of work socks would 
pay a heavier tax than the fine lisle hose. So you are 
trying here not only to paralyze an industry, but you are 
placing a heavier sales tax upon the poorer people, and I 
call this to the attention of the House. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. Already there is a tax on oleomar
garine and it is contemplated to have an amendment pro
tecting importations. To try to put this amendment in now 
I feel would complicate the whole bill. I believe it better 
be voted down. I think that the other protection that is 
thrown a!'ound dairy products, with the provision which I 
understand the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN] 
will offer on foreign importations, is about all the protec
tion that we can give. I believe the gentleman will jeopard
ize our whole proposition if we agree to this amendment. 
I prefer that he not insist upon it, because it involves a 
commodity that is produced by people in this country out 
of domestically grown raw products. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, in view of the state

ment of the distinguished chairman of my committee and 
also of the distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LAGUARDIA} and others who are interested, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw this amendment with the hope that it 
will be adjusted when the bill gets over to the Senate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. Bon..,EAU. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to ob

ject. I want to ask a question or two. I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for five minutes on this particular point. 

Mr. JONES. If we are going to defeat the amendment, 
let us not take up time on it now. 

Mr. BOILEAU. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques
tion or two. 

Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. BOILEAU. Is it not a fact that the imposition of this 

tax would put oleomargarine and butter on the same com
petitive basis as they are now, before this bill is enacted? 
In other words, it will put the same tax on oleomargarine 
that it does on butter? 

Mr. JONES. I ask the gentleman not to make an argu
ment. I see the gentleman's point, but here is the propo
sition: While in many respects they are competitive, in many 
other respects they are not, and, besides, this is a home
grown commodity. There is already a tax on oleomargarine. 
It is a domestically produced commodity, and I understand 
an amendment is in contemplation to put a tax on the im
ported commodity and on the imported ingredients of the 
commodity. . 

Mr. BOILEAU. I agree with the chairman that there 
should not be a tax on both. 

Mr. JONES. That is as far as I think we can · go at this 
time. Let the program be worked out afterwards. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani
mous consent that he be permitted to withdraw his amend
ment. Is there objection? 

Mr. SCHAFER. I object. 
The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is with

drawn. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SEGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend· 

ment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SEGER: Page 13, strike out all of 

paragraph (d), section 10. 

Mr. SEGER. Mr. Chairman, this paragraph provides that 
in order to protect the processors of cotton against disad
vantages in competition there shall be levied, assessed, and 
collected upon the first domestic processing of silk or rayon 
an adjustment charge equal to the adjustment charge then 
in effect as to cotton, per like unit of the commodity, to be 
paid by the processor. 

I have a very generous feeling toward the growers of 
cotton in the South; necessarily so, because a member of 
my family is from South Carolina and is a grower of cotton. 
But I do not want to let that generosity go to the extent of 
destroying an industry in my own and other silk districts. 

The city of Paterson, known as the silk center of America, 
is now meeting with a great deal of competition even in its 
own trade. The small individual manufacturer is making 
silk cheaper than the large manufacturer can make it, owing 
to the small overhead. The piracy of design is now being 
carried on by some cotton manufacturers who are taking the 
designs made at great expense by the silk men and using 
them in cotton and cretonne. We are trying to correct that 
by the Sirovich bill and by a bill introduced in the Senate 
by Senator HEBERT. No small competition is offered by what 
is known as the mercerized cotton, which comes into com
petition with silk. There is no comparison between cotton 
and silk, as far as the sale of the same is concerned. I do 
not believe the cotton growers can increase the sale of cotton 
in ladies' apparel or hosiery. A woman who wears silk hose 
is not going to change to cotton hose because they are 
cheaper. I .do not think you should penalize the silk industr~ 
to help the cotton grower. 

Mr. CULKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SEGER. I yield. 
Mr. CULKIN. Would not the objection which the gen

tleman raises be avoided by an amendment to subdivision 
2 of section 18 of the bill; that is, by putting a duty on 
rayon and silk? 

Mr. SEGER. Well, there is considerable duty on silk 
now. 

Mr. CULKIN. But if this duty specified in subdivision 
2 were added to silk and rayon, would that not equalize the 
situation? 

Mr. SEGER. I do not believe it would. Nowhere in the 
bill do we find where you place one commodity directly in 
competition with another commodity. You do not penalize 
the wheat grower to help the tobacco grower, and you do 
not penalize the cotton grower to help the farmer who raises 
hogs. If I understand this bill correctly-and I have sought 
many explanations from members of the committee--the 
processor of the product pays into a general fund money 
for processing that product, and that goes into the Treasw-y 
of the United States and is then distributed among other 
growers of hogs, cotton, wheat, and tobacco. I would like 
the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture to state 
where does the money that the processor of silk pays into 
this fund eventually go; does it go to the grower of silk 
as it does to the grower of cotton? 

Mr. JONES: Like other commodities, it would go into 
the general fund, and the funds appropriated for these pur
poses would be used for the general purpose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SEGER] has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman. I rise in opposition to the 
-amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very small fee, and would simply 
leave these commodities where we find them before the 
bill was enacted. The processing fee is only applicable to 
the raw material used and would be very small on these 
commocllties. It is suggested that on the $1 shirt, for in
stance, the raw cotton used amounts to about 2 cents. So 
that on commodities such as this it is a very small fee. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. We are now getting down to the con

stitutional part of this bill. Does the gentleman believe 
it would ever be held constitutional for the Government to 
levy a tax on one man to be put into a fund to pay a direct 
bonus to his competitor? 

Mr. JONES. No; and we do not do that. This goes into 
the general revenue fund. 

Mr. EATON of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. EATON of New Jersey. Would the gentleman explain 

why, taxing the silk processor in one paragraph, you leave 
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him out of the benefit of the tariff in another paragraph 
when you give the cotton man a tariff? 

Mr. JONES. That is about as easy to justify as the tariff 
on gloves or the tariff on alwninum or the tariff on any 
other commodity that puts a little money into the Treasury 
and affects all the people of the country. It is justified in 
just about the same way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. CIITNDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many injustices, incongruities, 
and discriminations in this bill, but this is the worst of the 
lot. Here W€ are taxing an independent industry or two 
independent industries, for the purpose of paying a subsidy, 
a bounty, or a grant to another industry. So far as rayon 
is concerned. the bill exempts such rayon which is pro
duced from cotton linters from the effect of this provision, 
in paragraph (d) of section 10, which provides that no 
adjustment charge shall be collected when the rayon is 
derived from processed cotton which is itself subject to such 
a charge. 

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. JONES. There is no provision that the money shall go 

into any commodity fund. This goes into the general fund. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. I am not talking about the fund. I 

say that you practically say to the silk and the rayon proc
essor and manufacturer, " Before you can sell your product, 
you must pay to the Treasury of the United States an 
amount of money which is nc:>t charged against anyone else 
and does not benefit you, but which is put into the Treasury 
for the purpose of being paid over to some one producing 
an article competing with yours, and of helping him to 
compete with you." 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. I am sorry, but I do not have time. 
So I say, you are charging the processor and manufac-

turer of rayon and silk a bounty. a subsidy to cotton, to 
give him the privilege of engaging in business. What does 
he get in return? Absolutely nothing. You simply increase 
his cost of production. Silk is an entirely different material 

. ·from cotton. It has absolutely nothing to do with cotton. 
It is a competitive product with cotton, and it is in com
petition with cotton manufactures. Rayon is generally 
manufactured 40 per cent of wood pulp and 60 per cent of 
cotton, and the wood pulp which goes into the manufacture 
of rayon is being taxed, is being subjected to this adjust
ment charge, for the purpose of providing a subsidy or a 
bounty for cotton. 

Somebody said something about customs duties. They 
are not comparable, because they are laid upon imports, 
while here you are imposing a direct burden, a direct charge 
upon the domestic manufacturers and processors of silk and 
rayon. Nowhere else in the bill do you pick out any par
ticular industry and charge that indqstry with the cost of 
assisting and promoting, as is sought here, some other in
dustry. Nowhere else do you try to pick out one competing 
article and make it subject to a charge in order to give 
an advantage, under legal protection, to the producer of a 
competing article. 

A gentleman questioned the constitutionality of this pro
posal. I seldom argue that question because to do so is 
rather precarious in the House, particularly for one who 
does not enjoy the reputation of being an expert upon the 
subject; but if there is any constitutional provision, if there 
is any theory of the Federal Constitution, under which we 
can. charge one manufacturer, one processor, upon his ar
ticle for the purpose of paying the money that you exact 
from him to another manufacturer, another processor, I 
would like to know where it may be found. Most certainly 
the provisions of the Constitution will have to be stretched 
to the utmost limit to make any such legislation as that 
permissible under its limitations and guaranties. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from illinois is taking this 
section too seriously. I want to inform the committee just 
what will happen if you fail to put this adjustment charge 
on rayon and silk so as to step rayon and silk up with the 
adjustment charge that you are putting on cotton. Rayon 
and silk are very competitive with cotton products and are 
making very large inroads on the consumption of cotton. 

What we propose to do under this section is to step rayon 
and silk up to and upon the very same basis under the bill 
that they have to-day, which will give silk and rayon manu
facturers the same chance of competing with cotton prod
ucts as they now have. 

Mr. CULKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FULMER. I yield. 
Mr. CULKIN. Were the rayon people given any notice of 

this proposed assessment, or tax? 
Mr. FULMER. I will say to the gentleman from New 

York that the bill has been up ior consideration for quite a 
long time and the country had had notice over a considerable 
period of time. 

Mr. CULKIN. I mean was any hearing given them before 
the committee? 

Mr. FULMER. Undoubtedly the rayon people knew what 
was going on; and we have had practically everybody before 
the committee interested in the various sections of the bill. 

Mr. CULKIN. May I say to the gentleman that the rayon 
plants in my section are more or less in the red. 

Mr. FULMER. I will say to the gentleman that the cotton 
mills of the South are more or less in the red; and as far as 
millions of cotton farmers are concerned, they are absolutely 
facing bankruptcy and their farms are being sold daily, yet 
the gentleman would give to the silk and rayon industries a 
preferential difference represented by the difference between 
the parity price and the price to-day which would make ad
ditional inroads on cotton goods and, therefore, further put 
the cotton-producing industry out of the picture. 

Mr. CULKIN. May I say to the gentleman I agree with 
the gentleman from Kansas that it is not fair or constitu
tional to aid one branch of agriculture to the det~ent of 
another branch of industry. As to my opinion of this bill, 
I will say. to the gentleman that I desire to vote for this bill. 
Such provisions as this make it difficult to do so. 

Mr. FULMER. I will say to the gentleman that the money 
received from the consuming public on silk and rayon will 
go into the Treasury of the United States and not go directly 
to the cotton fanners or the hog producers; and this bill 
will leave the gentleman's people just where we find them 
in competing with cotton products. 

Mr. CULKIN. The gentleman is very consoling but I 
can not agree with his conclusions. 

Mr. FULMER. Then the gentleman is not going to vote 
for the bill, regardless? 

Mr. CULKIN. No; I just told the gentleman that I de
sired to vote for the bill. 

Mr. FULMER. And if this section were left out the 
gentleman would vote for it? 

Mr. CULKIN. Yes. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. FULMER. I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. The difficulty with the gentleman's 

mathematics, 1 think, is that when cotton was selling at 12 
cents a pound the cotton manufacturers were able to thrive, 
and yet to-day, when it is selling for only 6 cents a pound, 
the gentleman is seeking by a tariff to increase the cost of 
the manufacturers' raw material. I am not so sympathetic, 
as the gentleman knows, with these higher and higher tariffs. 
They are not justified. Now that cotton is 6 cents a pound, 
the cotton manufacturers who were thriving when cotton 
was at 12 cents a pound find themselves no longer pros
perous. What is the necessity for increasing the price of 
the raw material of this industry? 
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Mr. FULMER. If we put cotton back to 12 cents a pound, 

cotton farmers will immediately begin to thrive again. I 
will say to the gentleman that if Congress will reduce the 
high tariff rates now being paid by farmers on what they 
buy we would not need this bill The trouble with these 
high tariffs is that they do not extend to the farmer. 

Mr. STAFFORD. When I was in college it was impressed 
on me by my professor of economics, Mr. Taussig, that the 
tariff was not applicable on coarse cotton goods, that we 
had a monopoly on their manufacture. Now I think the 
committee is going pretty far in trying to convert this bill 
into a high tariff bill by the action that is being taken. 

Mr. FULMER. I will say to the gentleman from Wiscon
sin that because we are without a tariff on jute India is 
shipping jute into this country and we are losing a market 
that would take up 3,000,000 bales of cotton, largely low 
grades and coarse cotton goods. 

The CHAffiMAN. All time has expired on the amend-
ment and the amendments thereto. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. There is also pending the motion 

which I made, in the nature of a perfecting amendment, 
striking out the last word. After a vote has been had upon 
that amendment another amendment may be made of a 
similar perfecting character. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is true, but there has been no 
vote upon that amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon 
this section and all amendments thereto close in six minutes. 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 11 minutes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

this section and all amendments thereto close in 11 minutes. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 
Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute 

amendment for the pending amendment, in lieu of striking 
out the paragraph, strike out the last three lines. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. LEHLBACH moves that in Ueu of striking out the paragraph 

strike out the last three lines o! the paragraph. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this 
amendment in order to obtain time. I am heartily in favor 
of the amendment offered by my colleague from New Jersey 
to strike out the paragraph. 

This charge upon silk and rayon manufacturers has been 
compared with a tariff charge for the protection of produc
tion and manufacture in the United States. A tariff is to 
protect American producers, American manufacturers, and 
American labor against foreign competition. This is a 
charge to favor one class· of manufacturer, the cotton 
spinner and the cotton weaver, as against the silk spinner 
and the silk weaver and discriminates against one class of 
American manufacture and labor in favor of another class, 
a proposition which never, so far as I know, in the in
dustrial history of the United States has been proffered for 
serious consideration in this Congress. 

What good .will it do any farmer anywhere if the manu
facturer of silk is penalized now when he is struggling for 
his very existence? What benefit can possibly accrue to the 
grower of cotton by this proposition? The only possible 
benefit would be to the manufacturer of cotton, not the 
grower of it, and, as I have said, to discriminate against one 
American manufacturer and his labor in favor of another 
manufacturer and his labor is unconscionable. 

The arguments advanced by the chairman of the com
mittee with respect to a similar provision for dairy products 
are perfectly applicable to this entire paragraph, and I 
trust in the interest of fairness, in the interest of the con
stituents of those who represent the silk industry in various 
sections of the country that this unconscionable, unrea-

sonable, and indefensible section be stricken from the bill. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
LEHLBACH]. 

The substitute amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. SEGER]. 
Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

from Wisconsin rise? 
Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman. I move to strike out the 

last three words. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is too late on that. 
Mr. SCHAFER. The time has not yet been consumed. 
The CHAIRMAN. Time has been consumed and in fair-

ness the Chair thinks he should recognize the gentleman 
from Kansas for five minutes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
enacting clause. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that motion has been offered 
twice, and I make the point of order that the motion is 
dilatory. At the proper time I would have no objection to 
such a motion. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, without becoming invid
ious in the matter, I wish to make a few additional remarks 
with respect to the motion to strike out the enacting clause 
to those which I made yesterday. 

Here the Committee of the Whole has fixed a time on 
which they shall take a vote on a pending amendment. It 
is only right that the committee, having expressed itself 
positively that they at a certain time should vote upon that 
amendment, not to be diverted by another motion which will 
prolong the debate so that the committee will not be able to 
declare its position on the question before the committee. 
The question before the committee is voting on this proposal 
and not on striking out the enacting clause. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard 
on the point of order. The gentleman's position is not well 
taken. My motion to strike out the enacting clause is on · 
all fours with motions made yesterday and held to be in 
order by the presiding officer. My colleague the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD], in endeavoring to influence . 
the decision of the Chair, called attention to the fact that 
the committee had closed debate. His argument, then, is a 
boomerang to the position which he takes, because the House 
voted to allow 11 minutes more of debate, and 6 minutes of 
the 11 minutes now remain. Clearly, in view of the decision 
of the Chair yesterday, the point of order is not well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. WARREN). The Chair is ready to 
rule. 

The question now raised by the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. STAFFORD], as the Chair understands, is whether or 
not the Chair should entertain a motion at this stage to 
strike out the enacting clause. The Chair again holds, n.s 
the Chair held yesterday, that it is a preferential motion 
and is in order. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs] makes a point of 
order that the motion to strike out the enacting clause is not 
now in order. The occupant of the chair at the time this 
question last came up was the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD]. He held, and had precedents for so doing, that 
as the bill had been substantially changed by amendments, 
the motion was in order. Any change would therefore date 
from the time the last motion was made to strike out the 
enacting clause. 

The Chair thinks there has again been made a substantial 
change in the bill by amendment and overrules the point of 
order. · 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The Chair has stated that there are 
six minutes still remaining, and the Chair could recognize 
any particular Member to occupy that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is true that there are 6 minutes 
remaining on the section and amendments thereto, but, nf 
course, that has nothing to do with the 10 minutes• debate 
on striking out the enacting clause. 
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. Except t.hat the gentleman asked for 

recognition within the time remaining and then made his 
motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey should be adopted. If 
the position taken by the chairman of the committee in 
opposition to the amendment is sound, then certainly he 
must favor equal protection from competition for the other 
basic commodities now incorporated in the bill. He, how
ever, opposed protecting wheat and its products from com
petition of corn, oats, rye, and their products, and other 
similar competition. He opposed protecting hogs and hog 
products from competition of Iamb, beef, poultry, and their 
products, and similar competition. He opposed protecting 
dairy products from competition of oleo and other similar 
competition. The chairman of the Agriculture Committee 
has singled out cotton and cotton products alone for protec
tion from competition. 

If this section remains in the bill and it passes, we will 
grossly discriminate in favor of cotton and its products and 
against all of the other basic commodities and their prod
ucts. If cotton and its products must have the protection 
as provided in this section in order to prevent an injustice 
and reap benefits for this one basic commodity, then the 
denial of equivalent protection for the other basic com
modities and their products is an admission that they will 
be handicapped instead of helped. 

As the debate has developed, it is clearly evident that this 
bill reaches the pinnacle of a Frankenstein bureaucracy. 
The long arm of the Federal Government is reaching out 
into millions of farms, into hundreds of thousands of stores, 
into thousands of manufacturing establishments, into great 
interstate-commerce shipments, taxing, supervising, and 
regulating the necessities of life. 

The National Grange went on record against the 2% per 
cent manufacturers sales tax at their last annual conven
tion, the program of which states: 

We reaffirm our vigorous opposition to the imposition of a gen
eral sales tax, because such a tax ignores the principle of ability 
to pay and is a tax upon the necessities of the people. 

This bill collects a super sales tax of over $1,000,-
000,000 on the actual necessities of life of all of the millions 
of American people, including the farmers and including 
the millions now out of work and those working part time 
with shorn pay envelopes who are trying to partially fill the 
empty, hungry stomachs of themselves and little ones and 
clothe their nakedness. In some respects this sales tax on 
food and clothing products is up to almost 100 per cent. 
You can not fool the American people about this not being 
a sales tax by calling the manufacturer a processor and 
the sales tax a processing tax. The Secretary of Agricul
ture in the Roosevelt administration, who administrates 
this bill, must be a superman indeed. He must have the 
ability of Joshua, who commanded the sun and moon to 
stand still, because by reducing the acreage alone you can 
not reduce the size of the crop. He will have to control 
the use of fertilizers to prevent more production on limited 
acres. He will have to control how much dew is to fall, 
how much sunshine there shall be, how much moonshine 
there shall be, and when and where we will have the proper 
amount of swlShine and moonshine. 

He will have to control the temperature and the amount 
and time of the rains from the heavens above. 

In order that this bill reduce the domestic surplus he will 
also have to control the amount of the products that the 
millions of American people will consume, and he must con
trol their appetites. 

In order to collect the billion-dollar sales tax on the food 
to fill the empty stomach, and the clothes to clothe ·the 
nakedness of all the American people, and the floor tax on 
the products in the hundreds of thousands of stores and 
manufacturing establishments under this bill, he will need 
all the :financial wizard qualities of Alexander Hamilton. 

He must also have all of the wonderful snooping abilities 
of Bishop Cannon and other ardent prohibitionists in order 
to enforce the penal provisions of this legislative monstrosity. 
He must have all the dictatorship ability of Mussolini 
in order to carry out the far-reaching and unlimited au
thority and power given him. When we consider all of 
the government-in-business socialistic provisions · of this 
bill, we find that this superman must also have all of the 
socialistic abilities of Stalin, Lenin, and Trotsky. He must 
also have all of the knowledge of Margaret Sanger so as to 
control the birth of hogs on the millions of farms in this 
land. He must have the magic of Houdini, to pick the 
dollars which are not in the millions of workingmen's and 
farmers' pockets and put them into the pockets of other 
farmers and the multitude of additional Federal employees 
who will be necessary to carry out the provisions of the bill 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis
consin has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves 

that the committee do now rise and report the bill back 
to the House with the recommendation that the enacting 
clause be stricken out. 

The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. SEGER]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. SEGER) there were-ayes 69, noes 63. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 
Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. SEGER 

and Mr. JoNEs to act as tellers. 
The committee again divided; and the tellers reported

ayes 101, noes 115. 
So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 

amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. McGuGrn: Page 12, section 10, in line 5, 

strike out the words " or hogs." 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, if we did not have before 
us another bit of testimony than what we find in this sec
tion, we would know the allotment plan pertaining to hogs 
or any other animal will not work and is not practical. 
Throughout this bill every time there is a provision per
taining to cotton and wheat and tobacco, we find it very 
largely a universal provision, and then the bill goes ahead 
and provides "but in the case of hogs." Obviously, your 
hogs or animals will not fit into the picture of this kind 
of a bill. I am not yet ready to say that an allotment bill 
might not be the best and most practical long-range farm 
legislation that can be enacted, but such an allotment bill 
must go to the land and pertain to the grain which is 
raised. That will be a far different allotment bill from this 
one. If you control the grain which is raised, ·you control 
the dairy and you control the hogs, and you will control all 
animals raised on the farms of this country that are fed 
feed from the farm lands; but when you set out one par
ticular animal, it is bound to bring havoc to the economic 
structure as between that animal and other animals. Ani
mals just will not fit into the picture. 

Let us see about the dairy business .. For years we have 
struggled for tariff legislation and a tax and whatnot, so 
that oleomargarine could not drive the dairy products off 
the market. By this very bill, sponsored supposedly by 
the dairy interests, we have gotten ourselves into a position 
where we are bringing upon the dairy industry the same 
abuse and discrimination which for years the dairy industry 
has struggled to get from under, and before you are through 
with this bill, you will have wronged the dairy industry, 
most likely. 

In order to carry along the dairy industry, we have the 
provision that allotment checks must be issued dairymen 
once a month, and we have the further situation that the 
Secretary of Agriculture must each month check up on each 
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and every dairyman in the United States and ascertain 
whather he produced more milk that month than he did the 
corresponding month of the previous year. It will take more 
people to administer the dairy provisions alone than all of 
the rest of the bill put together. You can not make an 
allotment bill work except as to the land; and if you are a 
friend of an allotment bill, if. you have any hope that it may 
offer some relief for agriculture, then I appeal to the Com
mittee on Agriculture to take this bill back to their com
mittee and some day, sometime, probably in the next ses
sion, bring in a bill that applies to every grain; and then 
there will be some equality as between all farmers, and you 
will not run into these economic monstrosities such as we are 
getting into now. 

I think I owe an apology for a remark that I made yes
terday when I said something about a colleg~ professor hav
ing written this bill. I could not believe that the Members 
of this House on the Agricultural Committee would write 
such a bill. But when the committee brought in its amend
ment which provides that all wheat, hard or soft, whether it 
tests 55 or 65, shall sell for practica-lly the same price; that 
all cotton, whether long staple or short staple, shall sell for 
practically the same price; that all hogs, irrespective of the 
kind, shall sell for practically the same price, then I was 
convinced as to how ridiculous the bill is and that no man 
who ever visualized the farm problem could bring in any
thing which was so visionary as this handiwork of the com
mittee. The whole thing is wrong; and the further we go on 
this floor trying to write this kind of a bill, the more of an 
outrage we are writing upon the country and upon agricul
ture. I appeal to the House and to the Committee on Agri
culture to take this bill back to the committee and try to 
prqduce a better bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is in error 
when he says it gives them the same price regardless of 
quality. It gives them the same benefit but is aside from 
the price the producer receives in the case of a particular 
sale. 

If the commodity is a lower grade, of course it will bring 
less on the market. This question is affected by the provi
sions of section 22, which contemplates that different types 
of a commodity may be treated as separate commodities. 

I ask for a vote, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of"the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
McGucrN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia: Page 12, strike 

out all of section 10. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on ·the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LANKFORD]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

FLOOR STOCKS 
SEc. 11. (a) Upon the sale or other disposition of any article 

processed wholly or tn chief value from wheat, cotton, silk, rayon, 
tobacco, or bogs that (on the date any adjustment charge, or 
increase or decrease therein, takes effect or terminates) is held for 
sale or other disposition (including articles in transit) by any 
person other than a consumer or a person engaged solely in retail 
trade there shall be made a tax adjustment as follows: 

( 1) In case an adjustment charge takes effect or is increased, 
there shall be levied, assessed, and collected a tax to be paid by 
such person equivalent to the amount of the adjustment charge 
or increase which would be payable with respect to the commodity 
from which processed if the processing had occurred on such date. 

(2) If the adjustment charge is terminated or decreased, there 
shall be refunded to such person a tax (or if the tax has not been 
paid, the tax shall be abated) in an amount equivalent to the 
adjustment charge or decrease with respect to the commodity 
from which processed. 

(3) Such equivalent amounts shall be established by conver
sion factors prescribed by regulations of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(b) The proceeds of all taxes collected under this section, less 
2Yz per cent for the payment of administrative expenses under 
this act, shall be covered into the Treasury into a special fund to 
be available, together with any other funds hereafter appropri-

ated for the purpose, for the payment of any refunds under this 
section. 

(c) For the purpose of this section the term " retail trade " 
shall not be held to include the business of an establishment 
which is owned, operated, maintained, or controlled by the same 
individual, firm, corporation, or association that owns, oper
ates, maintains, or controls any other establishment of the .same 
.character. 

(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), such sub
section shall apply to flour in excess of 100 barrels held for sale 
or other disposition by any person engaged solely in retail trade. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 

order against paragraph (b), on page 14, that it is in viola
tion of section 4 of Rule XXI because it provides in effect 
and in fact an appropriation upon a legislative bill. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I concede the point of order, 
and I have an amendment ready to offer. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman concedes the point of 
order? 

Mr. JONES. I concede the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. JONES. I offer an amendment, Mr. Chairman. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. JoNEs: Page 14, line 10, 

insert the following paragraph: 
"(b) The proceeds of all taxes collected under this section shall 

be covered into the Treasury, and there are authorized to be ap
propriated amounts necessary for the payment of refunds under 
this section." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that simply accomplishes the 
same purpose, without being subject to a point of order. 

I ask for a vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from T'exas [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLOVER: Page 13, line 15, after the 

word "wheat," insert a comma and the word "rice." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVERL 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KERR: Page 13, line 15, after the 

word "cotton," insert a comma and the word "peanuts." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KERRf. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: Page 13, line 16, after the 

word "tobacco," insert a comma and the word "butterfat." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOPE: Section 11, subsection (d), 

line 24, strike out "100" and insert "25." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that amendment is satis
factory to the committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPEL 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chail'man, I move to strike out the 

last word. I wish to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture if subsection (c) , on page 14, is intended to cover 
a situation like this: If a retail merchant has two retail 
stores in the same town, is he not to be treated as a retail 
merchant any longer, and to be subject to paying the ad
justment charge or tax or assessment upon any stock that 
he may have on hand at the time this bill shall become law, 
if it ever does? 
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Mr. JONES. Yes. I will state that is the purpose. In 

order to cover these concerns that hold a great number of 
stores, and spread out their retail stocks all over the coun
try, this section is necessary. They might have a great 
wholesale supply exempt if this were not here. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I agree to that proposition, but it seems 
to me to limit a man to just one retail establishment is 
unreasonable, and I think that is restricting him too much. 

Mr. JONES. There was some talk about not having any 
exemption at all. I think it is better to leave it as it is. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I think there ought to be a restriction 
upon the chain-store system that has its reservoir of stocks; 
but where a merchant has two or three little places in a 
city or in a community, I think he ought to still be regarded 
as a retailer, and I propose to offer an amendment covering 
that when I have the opportunity to do so. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
aU debate on this section and all amendments thereto close 
in 11 minutes. 

Mr. BUL WINKLE. Reserving the right to object, does 
that mean that I will have five minutes? 

Mr. JONES. Well, the gentleman can get time later. 
Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this 

section and all amendments thereto close in 16 minutes. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 

pro forma amendment. I want to ask the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture a few questions in connection 
with some of the provisions of the bill. This bill has no 
application in the assessment of processing charges or any 
other charges on any commodity mentioned herein which 
has not been processed, has it? 

Mr. JONES. No; it has not. 
Mr. BRIGGS. Just how does the processing fee apply to 

floor stocks? 
Mr. JONES. . It is called a floor tax. It applies to floor 

stocks when they are sold. The processing or adjustment 
fee applies simply to the commodity when it is processed. 

Mr. BRIGGS. It applies only when the commodity is 
processed; where the commodity is in the warehouse or 
stored anywhere else there is no charge made upon it. 

Mr. JONES. That is correct. 
Mr. BRIGGS. And if the commodity is exported, there is 

still no charge made upon it? 
Mr. JONES. There is no charge upon any exportation, in 

whatever form it may be. 
Mr. BRIGGS. Absolutely no charge? 
Mr. JONES. No charge. 
The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 
Mr. HAINES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HAINEs: Page 13, line 16, after the 

comma following the word "tobacco," insert "(exclusive of cigars, 
weighing more than 3 pounds per 1,000) ." 

Mr. HAINES. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my amend
ment is to save the necessity of checking up more than 6,000 
cigar manufacturers and many thousands of jobbers in 
cigars throughout the United States, for I am confident you 
will not collect one penny floor tax on cigars. Perhaps less 
than 25 cigar manufacturers in the United States buy to
bacco from the farmers. Farmers growing cigar-leaf types 
of tobacco sell their crops to the packers, who have their 
warehouses equipped to pack the tobacco in cases and re
sweat it, assort it, size it, tie it in hands, select the filler 
from the wrapper grades, and in the wrapper sections assort 
it as to color, texture, and finish, all of which is costly; so 
that when the cigar manufacturer purchases his tobacco 
from the leaf-tobacco packers, he has paid a much higher 
price for his leaf. I do not know what the bill means when 
it refers to processed tobacco, unless it means the cigar or 
the cigarette. Cigars weighing more than 3 pounds per 
thousand must not be confused with tae smaller cigars that 

are in the cigarette class, for in the latter most of the manu
facturers buy direct from the farmers and have their own 
resweating and curing plants. The cigar manufacturers of 
the country differ in this respect; and if the committee does 
not mean the finished cigar when referring to "processed 
tobacco," my amendment will be well to adopt, and thus 
clear up any difficulty the administrators of this act may 
have in interpreting just what is really meant. 

I should think that by processed tobacco, in the cigar
leaf types, you mean the packer who buys from the farmers. 
I want the farmer to get an increased price for his tobacco, 
if possible, and have no objection to the difference being 
paid to him before it reaches the cigar manufacturer and 
used up in making the cigars. Take the average 5-cent cigar 
for example: If that cigar is made of all domestic tobaccos, 
the cigar manufacturer pays a tax of about 8 cents per 
pound already. If it is a cigar made with an imported 
wrapper from Sumatra, he pays a duty on that wrapper 
amounting to $2.27¥2 per pound. On cigars selling between 
5 cents and 8 cents the cigar manufacturer pays an average 
of about 12 cents per pound tax on the tobacco; and on 
cigars selling from 8 cents to 15 cents he pays an average of 
about 20 cents tax on each pound of tobacco. 

The price of tobacco varies so much in many of the crops 
grown in the various States that I am wondering how this 
law could be administered with respect to cigars? I have 
paid as much as $4 per pound for wrapper tobaccos, which 
includes the import duty, and as much as $3 per pound for 
domestic wrappers. The binder on that same cigar has cost 
me as much as 45 cents per pound and the fillers as much as 
30 cents per pound, all of which is exclusive of the stamp 
tax referred to a little while ago. Now, if I buy, as I do, my 
tobacco from the packer, how am I to know what he paid to 
the farmer for the crop, for you must know that in the crop 
the packer buys are undesirable tobaccos for the purposes of 
making one cigar and thus sold at much below the price the 
packer paid to the farmer for the tobacco. He makes that 
up in the finer types and better grades. The farmers in 
Connecticut and Florida grow some fine types of wrappers, 
but in their crops are a lot of tobaccos that are unfit for 
5-cent cigars and this low grade goes into cheaper cigars 
as well as some grades selected for cigars above 5 cents and 
the lower grades used for those selling at 5 cents and under. 
This is true with Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, Ohio, New 
York, Georgia, Massachusetts, and other States where cigar 
types of leaf tobaccos are grown. 

My amendment seeks to exempt the cigars from floor tax, 
for I am very confident you will not collect a penny in such 
stocks and spend a lot of money gathering reports and 
other information. In addition to floor stocks in the hands 
of the manufacturers this bill would compel every jobber in 
the United States to guess what the type of tobaccos are in 
the hundreds of brands he handles and whether the price 
paid for that tobacco to the farmer was on a parity to IJlat 
paid in the 1909-1914 period. · 

I really believe I am rendering the committee a service 
in offering this amendment, and I sincerely trust it will be 
approved. It is ridiculous to think that the cigar jobbers 
of this country know anything about prices paid to farmers 
for leaf tobacco and you would cause a most unhappy situa
tion to exist in trying to enforce this provision of the bill. 
There are thousands of small jobbers of cigars, commonly 
called peddlers, who do business from their homes or sell 
from automobile trucks; there are wholesale grocers, con
fectioners, druggists, and mercantile organizations of other 
lines who handle cigars, some of them in a small way. I 
feel confident, from experience covering more than a quarter 
of a century, that it would be absolutely impossible for the 
department to handle a situation like this, for these peddlers, 
so called, are not listed as legitimate business establishments, 
but they do sell a lot of cigars. As I indicated before, I do 
not object to the purposes sought in this bill to increase the 
price to the farmer for his tobacco, but I am confident the 
floor-stock provision, as it relates to cigars weighing more 
than 3 pounds per thousand, should be stricken from this 
bill, and I ask you to vote for this amendment. [Applause.] 
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Mr. YON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HAINES. I yield. 
Mr. YON. Does the gentleman's amendment provide that 

in the case of cigar tobacco the word " processor " means 
the manufacturer of the cigar, or does it mean the packing 
house? 

Mr. HAINES. No; my amendment simply means to ex
clude cigars weighing more than 3 pounds per 1,000. 

Mr. CIDNDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent that the gentleman be given two additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Illinois? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentle

man whether in his opinion the preparation of the tobacco 
leaf prior to the making of the cigar is to be considered 
as the processing? 

Mr. HAINES. That is my interpretation, but I would 
like to have that situation cleared up, because I do not be
lieve that you can go to the wholesale grocers and .the whole
sale cigar jobbers and collect the tax. There are thousands 
of little peddlers who operate their business from auto
mobiles and from their residences. The department has no 
way of collecting the tax from them. I went down to the 
Internal Revenue Bureau yesterday and asked them if they 
could administer this law and how they could go about col
lecting it. They are confused and do not know how they. 
can do it. 

I propose by this amendment simply to make the admin
istration of the law easier. You will not collect a penny 
from floor stocks of cigars, and I believe the committee is 
certain of that. Go into the wholesale grocery store and 
ask that grocer, who handles maybe a hundred different 
brands of cigars, what the contents of those cigars are, what 
kind of wrappers are on different cigars and what kind of 
filler is in them, what was originally paid to the farmer for 
the tobacco; he can not tell you. It is an impossibility, 
gentlemen; it can not be done. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HAINES. I yield. 
Mr. FULMER. The gentleman buys his tobacco from 

large tobacco concerns like Reynolds, does he not? 
Mr. HAINES. We buy our tobacco from the packers. 

There are less than 25 cigar manufacturers in the United 
States who buy tobacco from farmers. They buy their to
bacco from the packers, who process this tobacco and put it 
in condition. It differs from the tobacco that is grown for 
cigarette purposes. 

Mr. FULMER. May I say to the gentleman that the fee 
will be passed on before he buys his tobacco. 

Mr. ·HAINES. I want to be certain about that, because I 
know we can not collect any money on cigar floor stocks. 

Mr. FULMER. I agree with that. 
Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire of the members of 

the committee, especially the chairman of the committee, 
how this section is going to work. I understand that if a 
man has two or three or more mercantile establishments 
this tax is to be collected from him, but I would like to know 
something about the machinery involved. 

I find that we have included here rayon, cotton, silk, pea
nuts and all peanut products, wheat and all wheat products, 
tobacco and all tobacco products, rice and all rice products, 
hogs and all hog products, and all dairy products. I would 
like to have some information from some gentleman on the 
committee and perhaps the gentleman from ;New York [Mr. 
CLARKE] can give it to me. 

Mr. JONES. I may state to the gentleman that it will 
be collected just like any other excise tax that has con
version factors. It applies to the floor stocks in the hands 

of the wholesaler and the Treasury Department is now col
lecting taxes on certain articles in the same way. It is a 
common provision in revenue acts. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. But this is stock that is already on 
hand, and it will apply. to both retailers and wholesalers. 
How are you going into a chain store dealing in clothing and 
find out how much cotton is in a particular suit of clothes? 

Mr. JONES. I will state to the gentleman that we have 
exactly the same problem with respect of every revenue law, 
because every one of them that has been passed has a floor
stock tax, and this will be handled in the same way. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. When does this tax upon each and 
every merchant in this country start-immediately after the 
passage of the act? 

Mr. JONES. Immediately after the act takes effect; and 
it will be handled by the Treasury Department, just like all 
other similar taxes. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. And immediately there will be an in
crease in the price of food products covered by this act, as 
well as in the price of clothing. 

Mr. JONES. If there is, the farmer will get some benefit 
from it, will be not? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. No. Will it go back to the farmer 
or will it go into the Treasury, and how does this affect the 
surplus of cotton or wheat that is in the hands of the farmer 
now? 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman understands that if you are 
going to levY an assessment charge you have to have 
some means of preventing them from stocking up on all 
commodities before the tax becomes effective. We make 
this provision and then when the period is over we grant a 
refund on what stocks are on hand at that time. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Then the very reverse of this proposi
tion comes into play, because then you will have the mer
chants refusing to stock up, and there will be a reduction in 
the use of these products, just the same as when talk of this 
bill first started, a decrease in all textiles was noticed and 
this has affected seriously the use of textiles. And the 
single-store merchant will stock up on these commodities. 
This will be unfair competition between merchants. 

This is a fair sample of the bill that we have before us, 
which is a hodgepodge. I do not usually speak intemperately 
in this body, but this is a hodgepodge, and every Member in 
this House knows in his heart that it is not going to become 
a law and that we are wasting our time in a foolish gesture 
to the American farmer. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say that we 
have followed the Treasury provisions in other legislation, 
provisions which they have used with respect to excise taxes. 
This is the same sort of provision for a floor-stock tax that 
is embodied in all measures that provide for an excise tax. 

The CHAIRMAN CMr. McMILLAN). The question ·is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. HAINES]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McSwAIN: Page 14, Une 21, after the 

word "any" and before the word "other," insert the words 
" more than two." 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I understand there is 
about one minute remaining. 

The obvious purpose of this amendment is to permit a 
man to have three little stores, and it seems to me that 
the owner of three little stores in the same town cr in 
different parts thereof does not constitute a chain-store 
system, and I think we ought to relieve this particular situ
ation. For this reason I am offering the amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 



1933 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 1673 
if we legalize dumping by our own people not merely by 

Amendment offered by Mr. LANKFoRD of Georgia: Page 13, strike toleration but directly by legislation for that very purpose. 
out an of section 11. Instead of opening foreign markets to our agricultural prod

The Clerk read as follows: 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

EXPORTATIONS 

SEc. 12. (a) Upon the exportation to any foreign country (in
cluding the Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the island of Guam) of any product with respect 
to which an adjustment charge or tax has been paid under this 
act, the exporter thereof shall be entit led at the time of exporta
tion to a refund of the amount of such charge or tax, as estab
lished by conversion factors prescribed by regulations of the Sec
retary of the Treasury. The Secretary shall prepare forms for 
filing claims for such refunds and shall certify to the Treasurer 
of the United States claims which have been approved for 
payment. 

(b) Upon the giving of satisfactory bond for the faithful ob
servance of the provisions of this act requiring the payment of 
adjustment charges or taxes, and of such regulations as may be 
prescribed thereunder, any person shall be entitled, without pay
ment of the adjustment charge or tax, to process for such ex
portation any wheat, cotton, tobacco, or hogs, or to hold for such . 
exportation any article processed wholly or in chief value there
from. The Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe necessary 
regulations for such processing or holding in bond or in such 
other manner as may be necessary to carry out such provisions. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman. I offer the following com
mittee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ucts, we will succeed in still further closing them. 
The point I wish to make in this brief statement is that 

provision in this section for a refund on exportations is a 
bounty or subsidy, which under our own established law and 
regulations and the laws and regulations of all other coun
tries, will make us liable to countervailing duties against 
subsidies and retaliation against dumping. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 
Mr. BURTNESS. What about drawbacks? Is not this 

identical with the drawbacks, where we are collecting 100 
per cent duty? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The drawbacks are on goods imported 
into the United States where a duty is temporarily imposed, 
generally to permit some · manufacturing process upon the 
imported article in the United States. That is not what is 
done here. This is not an imported article subjected to 
manufacture in the United States. 

This is a domestic article, produced in the United States, 
manufactured in the United States, sold in the United States, 
at a certain price, plus an adjustment charge, and exported 
into a foreign country and sold there at a less price, minus 
the adjustment charge; and if that is not dumping in a 
foreign country, if it is not a subsidy or a grant, what is it? Page 15, lines 19 and 20, strike out "wheat, cotton, tobacco, 

hogs " and insert in lieu thereof the following: " commodities in The very purpose of this legislation is that it shall be a 
respect to which an adjustment charge is imposed by this act." bounty to the producer. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that is for the purpose of Mr. RAGON. Is it not in principle in effect a drawback? 
giving rayon and silk a refund. It was an oversight. Now, Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; it is not. 
Mr. Chairman, we have been very liberal in this debate. Mr. RAGON. You bring in your foreign product, and it 
There are some sections later on which must have some goes through certain processing, and if it is not shipped· out, 
discussion. I ask unanimous consent that all debate on this it is subject to the tariff. 
section and amendments thereto close in six minutes. Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes; if it stays here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- Mr. RAGON. If it is shipped out, they get this drawback. 
mous consent that all debate on this section and amend- Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the raw product comes from out-
ments thereto close in six minutes. Is there objection? side this country. 

There was no objection. Mr. RAGON. That is true. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, it was my purpose to Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is what makes the difference. 

move to strike out this section, but I can avail myself of Mr. RAGON. When one of these articles goes into a 
the opportunity to speak in opposition to the motion of the processing condition, under the machinery of this bill, it is 
gentlemen from Texas [Mr. JoNES]. I realize that it is imprinted with this extra charge until it is shipped, and then 
rather futile to discuss fundamentals in this bill because I it becomes released from that charge. 
believe fundamentals have been discarded in this legisla- Mr. CHINDBLOM. When it is sold abroad it is sold at a 
tion. But this section involves for the first time the ques- less price abroad than in the United States, and that consti
tion of the tariff which is an important element in this bill. tutes dumping there. 
It provides that upon the exportation of any product with Mr. RAGON. It might be the same with a drawback. 
respect to which an adjustment charge or tax has been paid Mr. CHINDBLOM. The main question is whether foods 
under this act the exporter thereof shall be entitled to a are sold at less prices abroad than at home. If they are, 
refund of the amount of such charge or tax. they are subject to embargo and retaliation. 

Such .a ref~nd, under al~ ~ecisions of the world's govern- Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this bounty, as the gentleman 
ments, mcluding our own, lS m the nature of a bounty, sub- from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOMJ calls it does not constitute 
sidy, or grant. Our tariff act of 1930, in section 303, pro- a bounty in any way. The exporter ~either pays the tax 
vides for the impo~i~ion of C?~~ervailing duties whe~ever 1 nor gets the drawback on what goes out. He can put up a 
any country or politi~al subdiVlSion thereof or any pnvate bond and cut off any assessment fee and the world market 
party directly or indirectly pays or b~stows any bounty or remains as it is. There will be no dumping. on what is 
gra.nt upon the ma~ufacture, productiOn, or export. of any consumed in this country a processing fee is collected for 
article or merchandise manufac.tured or ~roduced m. s~ch the purposes of this measure. 
country .. M?st ?ther commercial co~ntnes have su:lular The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
la~s. This bill will therefore not ox:ly VIOlate the establish~d has expired. All time has expired. The question is on the 
policy of our o.wn country but will undoubtedly result m amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 
the loss of foreign markets to our producers and manufac-
turers. In addition, the very purpose of this legislation is The amendment was agree.d to. 
to make possible the selling of agricultural products abroad Mr. GLOVE~. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
at less prices than the prices obtained in the United States. amendment, which I send to the desk. 
This difference will be measured by the adjustment charge, The Clerk read as follows: 
which assuredly will not have greater favor abroad because Amendment offered by Mr. GLoVER: Page 15, line 19, after the 
it is sought to classify it here as a tax. Of course, this pro- word "wheat," insert a comma and the word "rice." 

cedure constitutes dumping. At this very time we are charg- Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
ing other nations with dumping goops in the United States, order that that is already covered. 
not only through production by forced labor, but also Mr. GLOVER. If that is so, I ask unanimous consent to 
through the depreciation of foreign currencies. We will be withdraw the amendment. 
in a fine position under the antidumping act of May 27, 1921, The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
in which we ourselves provided an additional dumping duty, There was no objection. 

LXXVI--106 



1674 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JANUARY 12 
Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Chairman. I offer the 

following amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia: Page 15, be

ginning in line 1, strike out all of section 12. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PROCESSING FOR PERSONAL USE AND LIMITED SALE 

SEC. 13. No adjustment charge shall be required to be paid on 
the processing of any commodity by the producer thereof for 
consumption by his own family, employees, or household, or on 
the processing of hogs by the producer thereof, for sale during any 
year for which such charge would otherwise be payable, if his 
sales of the products resulting from such processing of hogs do 
not exceed $250 during such year. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: Page 16, line 9, strike out 

the period, and insert in lieu thereof a comma and the following: 
"or on the processing of butterfat by a producer for direct sale 
to consumers during any year for which such charge would oth
erwise be payable, if his sales of the products containing such 
butterfat do not exceed $75 during such year." 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment is to exempt the family who might have a cow 
and sell milk to neighbors not in excess of $75 a year, simi
lar to the provision already in the bill and adopted by the 
committee of exempting $250 worth of hogs that have been 
sold from the farm. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I think we should pass on to 
some other more important sections. I move that all debate 
upon this section and all amendments thereto close in 8 
minutes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend that 
by making it 16 minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment to 
the motion of the gentleman from North Dakota. 

The amendment to the motion was rejected. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend it by 

making it 11 minutes. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment of 

the gentleman from Wisconsin to the motion of the gentle
man from Texas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question now is on the motion ot 

the gentleman from Texas as amended. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that speeches under this section be limited to three minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 

five minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BEAM]? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BEAM. Mr. Chairman, I do not have any desire to 

unnecessarily prolong this debate or to delay the time of 
voting on this legislation, but I want to take this opportunity 
to point out to you a very important proposition which goes 
to the very rudiments of this legislation, and that is, what 
will the ultimate effect of this law be on the hog-producing 
industry? 

Under section 13 of the proposed measure there is the 
following provision: 

No adjustment charge shall be required to be paid on the proc
essing of any commodity by the producer thereof for consumption 
by his own family, employees, or household, or on the processing 
of hogs by the producer thereof, for sale during any year for which 

such charge would otherwise be payable, if his sales of the prod
ucts resulting from such processing of hogs do not exceed $250 
during such year. 

This $250 is the equivalent of practically 25 hogs for each 
hog producer, which would be exempted from the payment 
of any processing fee. Now, Members of the House accord
ing to the testimony presented before the Committee' on Agri
culture, hogs are raised on 4,000,000 farms in America, and 
for. the sake of argument, taking only 2,000,000 farms as a 
basis, that would mean practically 50,000,000 hogs could be 
exempted from this processing charge under the provisions 
of the bill. 

The hearings before the Committee on Agriculture also 
disclose that the price of hogs as sold by the processors 
t.~ough the channels of trade was $7.50 per hundredweight. 
With a tax of 2 cents a pound on the live hog, and since 
only 70 per cent of the live hog finishes out in the dressed 
product, the 2-cent tax immediately rises to 3 cents, making 
a total of $10.50 which the processor must realize, and which 
must necessarily be the basic figure as the cost of this 
commodity. 

Due to the fact that the hog and corn crop is already made 
for the initial period, many farmers will be ineligible to 
obtain adjustment certificates; therefore, since they are de
nied the beneficial intendments of this act, many of these 
farmers will be able to realize more for their hogs by 
slaughtering them on the farms and merchandising direct 
to the local retail outlet. It is therefore perfectly obvious 
to all that this will make it even more difficult for the proc
essor who has paid the tax to merchandise a product at 
price levels necessary to maintain a fair market value. 

The farmers located within reasonable distance of heavy 
consuming industrial areas would have every inducement to 
increase local production on these farms. 

It is reasonable to presume that in certain regions t.his 
development would result in an actual increase rather than 
the contemplated decrease in production provided for in the 
bill. It, therefore, logically follows that the processor who 
has paid the tax would be thrown into unlimited competi
tion with hogs slaughtered at home and on the farm. Such 
farm slaughter would not be subject to Federal inspection 
and consequently would not be in the best interest of public 
health and welfare. The bootlegging operations in this 
connection would in essence defeat the very purpose of the 
bill. 

This bill now, Members of the House, is so encumbered 
by amendments permitting dairy products, peanuts, and rice, 
that if they remain in it, you will absolutely destroy the 
original purport of the bill and render its practical operation 
well-nigh impossible. 

The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURTNEss] recog
nized the fact that by trying to subsidize every agricultural 
commodity at this time at the cost of imposing heaVY bur
dens upon the consuming public, at this stage of our indus
trial and commercial paralysis in business, you are advanc
ing too far in taxing their patience to a greater extent than 
they can possibly endure. 

Do you realize that by bringing dairy products within the 
purview of this act you are voting to increase the cost of 
milk, butter, and cheese to the poor people of the United 
States? 

The testimony introduced before the Agriculture Com
mittee was that this tax imposed on pork products is equiva
lent to a 50 per cent sales tax. What will be the amount of 
the tax on dairy products and these other commodities 
which by your adopting amendments voted to put a sales 
tax on the real necessities of life? 

I would advise caution and serious reflection on the step 
you are about to take. This bill should be recommitted to 
the Committee on Agriculture for further study and then 
let them bring in a bill limiting the commodities to wheat 
and cotton, and let us try these two products as an experi
ment for the benefit of agriculture. [Applause.] 

But I warn you, Members of the House, that by trying to 
make this magnified and enlarged sales tax applicable to all 
food commodities at this time of national poverty and dis-
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tress, destitution and want, throughout our country, you will ters and sells in competition of the hogs sold by other 
forever .destroy every possibility of agricultural relief for the producers. 
farmers of this country. My amendment simply cuts the amount exempt from the 

In order for a hog producer to obtain the benefits of this processing fee within a year to $75, and is consistent with 
proposed bill he must reduce his hog tonnage 20 per cent the Andresen amendment already adopted as to dairy prod
and his crop 20 per cent below the previous year. It is im- ucts. Every friend of this bill ought to favor this amend
possible for a hog raiser at this time to reduce his hog out- ment, unless they should prefer to strike out the exemptions 
put 20 per cent for the reason that the hogs are already entirely. 
made for the coming year. It takes four months to breed Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
hogs and eight months to raise them; so from a practical Mr. BURTNESS. I yield. 
and workable standpoint, by incorporating hogs in this bill Mr. PURNELL. And the slaughtering to which the gen-
you are absolutely going to attempt to legislate on an im- tleman refers, on the several farms, can be done without 
possible provision. Federal inspection? 

I address myself primarily to you advocates of farm . relief, Mr. BURTNESS. That is also true, of course, and pre-
and I tell you candidly and frankly that by including hogs sents an important factor, particularly to the consumers. 
and dairy products in this bill, you are going to create a Mr. ADKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 
situation in the United States which will be impossible and Mr. BURTNESS. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from 
futile to attempt to carry out in any practical and workable illinois. 
manner. Mr. ADKINS. Let us consider the case of men who run 

Let us legislate sanely. Let us not go off on a tangent large farms and have a large number of men to feed. I 
which will only result in defeating the original intendment used to kill 25 ·hogs myself. That meant that I sold a large 
of this legislation. [Applause.] amount of offal, lard, and stuff of that sort that I did not 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from llii- need, yet I had to have the meat. 
nois [Mr. BEAM] has expired. Mr. BURTNESS. A man may butcher as many hogs as he 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. _ wants to under my amendment for his own use and also sell 
The Clerk read as follows: $75 worth of the offal-as you call it-without accounting 
Amendment offered by Mr. BURTNESs: Page 16, line 8, after the for any processing fee. 

word "exceed," strike out "$250" and insert in lieu thereof Mr. ADKINS. But $75 would pot let such a man out . 
.. $100." Mr. BURTNESS. It would let any average farmer out 

Mr. BURTNESS. 1\tf...r. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- who makes sales of processed meats as only an incident to 
sent to modify that amendment to make it read "$75" in- his farming operations. If you sell more than $75 of prod
stead of" $100." ucts in competition with the products from the farms of the 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the amendment may country you should bear the same burdens. Remember, it 
be modified. is all the producers who finally get the fee distributed to 

There was no objection. them, and they should all have fair treatment. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I agree thoroughly with Mr. McSWAIN. This being for the benefit of the farmer, 

what the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BEAM] has said with ought we not let him determine how he will be benefited 
reference to these exemptions breaking down the machinery most, whether through sale or slaughter? 
that is set up in such a way as to defeat the general purpose. Mr. BURTNESS. I do not propose to stop him from 
If I had my way I would strike out all of the exemptions exercising his judgment in that regard. I simply do not 
beginning with line 5. That was the form in which the want to give a few an undue benefit over all the rest of the 
bill went before the committe, as drawn by the farm organi- farmers. The products produced on every farm which are 
zations. eventually found in consuming markets should receive like 

All exemptions are dangerous to the plan. Prices should benefits and be subject to iike charges. 
be general to all consumers. The committee has proposed The exemption of $75 is amply high to be practical in 
this exemption of $2.50 for sale of slaughtered hogs without individual cases. 
the payment of a processing fee, which will set up slaught- The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
ering plants on a great many farms in this country. It fered by the gentleman from North Dakota. 
will create a tremendous incentive to have hogs sold directly The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
instead of going through the ordinary processes, for the Mr. BURTNESS) there were-ayes 44, noes 60. 
purpose, first, of saving the adjustment charge, but, of course, So the amendment was rejected. 
eventually it means that the fund available to all the farm- Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
ers will be reduced by that amount. The pork products The Clerk read as follows: 
will be sold in competition with pork on which the fee has Amendment offered by Mr. ScHAFER: Page 16, line 5, after the 
been paid. It will result in what may be termed bootlegging. word "household" strike out the remainder of the paragraph. 

It is not unfair to require the payment of the fee to all. Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Chairman, three minutes is a brief 
I have suggested an exemption of $75, because that is the time in which to cover this important situation; but if this 

amount that has been included in the Andresen amendment amendment is not adopted, you nullify whatever benefit you 
with reference to dairy products. It should be no larger may claim to have given the hog producer. 
for hogs than for butterfat. Just think of it, gentlemen!- Section 19 defines the processing of hogs as slaughter. 
$250 means that the individual farmer could, under the Without this amendment, at the selling price of $10 per 
present prices, slaughter and sell, cured or fresh, 40 or 50 200-pound hog, each farmer can slaughter 25 hogs, and 
hogs during the year and avoid paying the processing tax you are going to create hundreds of thousands of little 
which must be paid by every butcher and every packing slaughtering institutions throughout the Nation which will 
house. It will create tremendous incentive to the producer not pay the processing tax. What will be the result thereof, 
and consumer alike, and destroy the machinery set up by particularly in view of the fact that consumers having only 
the bill. If the device of the bill is good, let us give it a limited means can not perform Houdini magic and take 
fair chance to operate and not destroy it by exemptions. dollars out of their pockets which they do not have to pur
Let us be consistent and practical. chase farm products? They will buy from these new little 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BEAM] may have left slaughter houses of the farmers or else buy substitutes fol
the impres·sion that this exemption includes the amount lowing the well-known doctrine expounded by the member 
consumed. No. The farmer may, under the language of of the Agricultural Committee who wanted protection 
this bill, butcher $500 worth of hogs for his own use. Of further in the way of a rayon and silk tax. 
course that is fair and should not be changed. The $250 The present packing-house market for hogs will then be 
exemption is with reference-to those hogs which he slaugh- destroyed and the farmers will have no markets which will 
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take their hogs and pay the processing tax. These hog 
raisers will not obtain the certificates because the hogs must 
be sold to a processor before the hog producers can get them 
under the bill. We can not, therefore, get any benefits 
under the legislation in question. 

This bill will also crucify the cooperative creamery and 
cheese industry by taxing the farmers as processors on the 
butterfat sold by themselves as milk producers, and then 
glut the market with the competition of untaxed dairy prod
ucts produced by the 3, 4, or 5 cow farms. The dairy prod
uct surplus will be greatly increased and the processor of 
dairy products will not be able to sell all of the cheese and 
butter, and therefore will not be able to purchase much of 
the milk produced on the farms. This will result in the 
dairy farmer not only failing to receive the pegged price but 
no price whatever for much of his production. There will 
also be a surplus because you can not perform Houdini magic 
and compel a man, who is only working three days a week 
with five hungry children to feed, to take a dollar out of 
his pocket which he does not have and ask him to pay 
increased prices for dairy products, particularly since the 
amendment to tax oleo and other dairy substitutes has not 
been incorporated in the bill. 

So without this amendment you are not only going to 
wreck the hog industry but the great dairy industry as well. 
You will also crucify the consumer witll this super-bf.. .... t'on
dollar sales-tax monstrosity. 

This bill will grant actual relief to none but the hordes of 
additional Government employees who will be necessary to 
enforce it. 

I hope you Members from rural sections will help stop the 
crucifixion of the dairy and hog interests of our Nation. 
[Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
. 1 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer a per~ 
fecting amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa as an amendment 

to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ScHAFER]: Page 16, line 8, strike out "$250" and insert in lieu 
thereof " $50." 

Mr. STAFFORD. I think the gentleman should make 
it $100. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Iowa. One hundred dollars is satis
factory to me. Of course, I would rather have it $50. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be modified accordingly. 

There was no objection. 
The CHAmMAN. The question is on the amendment, as 

modified, offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
CAMPBELL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAmMAN. The question now recurs on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ScHAFER]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

GOVERNMENT INSTRUMENTALITIES 

SEc. 14. No processor or other person shall be exempt from any 
adjustment charge or tax under this ad by reason of the fact that 
the products of the processed commodity are purchased by the 
United States, or any State, Territory, or insular possession thereof 
(except the Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the island of Guam), or the District of Columbia, or 
a.ny agency or instrumentality thereof. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McCoRMACK: On page 16, line 18, 

strike out the period after the word "thereof," insert a comma, 
and add the following: "Provided, That an adjustment charge or 
tax paid on any commodity or product thereof herein mentioned 
purchased by a State or political subdivision thereof shall be 
refunded to it with respect to any purchase for use in the exercise 
of an essential governmental function." 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to get 
the attentien of my distinguished friend from Texas and 

I hope I shall have the attention of the other members of 
the committee. 

The purpose of this amendment is to try to prevent an 
increase in the cost of government of every State in the 
Union and of every political subdivision thereof, by per
mitting a refund of the adjustment charge or tax that any 
State or political subdivision thereof may pay in the pur
chase of any of the commodities mentioned in this bill for 
use in an essential governmental function. 

To illustrate, every State in the Union maintains hos
pitals. Cities, towns, and counties maintain poorhouses and 
hospitals. It is necessary to buy flour; it is necessary to buy 
butterfat or the products thereof and it is also necessary 
to buy . the product of the hogs. Under this bill if any pur
chase is made from anybody, other than a manufacturer, 
the tax is paid and the increased cost, as a result of the 
payment of the adjustment charge or tax under this bill 
is borne by the local taxpayers. Your home owners in your 
cities and towns, your farmers, and your local taxpayers will 
have to bear the burden of the increased cost of local gov
ernment as a result of the passage of this bill. 

Mr. RAGON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
Mr. RAGON. As I understand the gentleman's amend

ment, it is simply carrying out a principle which we adopted 
in an amendment to the tax bill of last year, exempting 
from excise taxes all functions of municipal and State 
governments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Exactly. 
Mr. RAGON. And this would be following out the prin

ciple that was laid down there. I think the gentleman is 
correct in his position. 

Mr. JONES. Is this provision in the present tax 
measure? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Here is what happened. It was not 
in the tax measure as it originally passed, and then I intro
duced a House joint resolution which was reported favor
ably by the Committee on Ways and Means and passed 
by the House. It is now pending in the Senate, having been 
referred to the Senate Committee on Finance. So the 
House has already passed upon this same principle. 

Mr. JONES. Was there any division of sentiment in the 
House? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No; it was passed unanimously. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman explain how diffi

cult his proposed amendment would be in actual operation? 
The gentleman is proposing to refund to every State or 
county almshouse and to every municipal hospital the tax 
on any of these articles that may be used in their local 
operations. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The Secretary of the Treasury, by 
rules and regulations, will promulgate the manner in which 
this will be done. In other words, the representatives of 
the gentleman's State will make arrangements with the 
Secretary of the Treasury as to the manner in which the 
refund will be made and the conditions under which it will 
be made. The House passed a similar joint resolution with 
reference to the revenue act, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury told us with reference to that resolution that this 
could be done without any great difficulty. The same thing 
would apply here. 

Mr. JONES. Then would not the gentleman's joint reso
lution cover whatever may be necessary in reference to 
these taxes? 

Mr. McCORMACK. No; because the joint resolution only 
applies to the revenue bill which was passed at the last 
session and has not yet become law, although the House 
passed upon the question. If the provision had been in 
the revenue bill as passed by the House, it would now be 
a law. It was originally in the bill because it was a part 
of the manufacturers' excise tax, but when that provision 
was stricken out everything in the bill protecting the States 
and political subdivisions thereof went out with it. This is 
why it was not in the bill as it passed the House. We did 
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not realize at the time that the States and political sub
divisions thereof would be compelled to bear an increased 
burden, and when we did find it out I introduced a House 
joint resolution, the Ways and Means Committee reported 
it, and the House unanimously passed it. . 

This amendment simply protects the taxpayers of our 
local governments, your State as well as my State, your 
cities, your towns, your counties, just the same as mine. 
[Applause.l 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I believe the philosophy of 
this bill is such that we ought not to adopt this amendment. 
The purpose of this measure is only to bring commodity 
prices up to the general level where they belong. There 
will be no tax if the price is bid up to where the price of a 
commodity belongs. So primarily this is not a tax, but an 
effort to see that the farmer simply gets his place in the 
price picture as it existed in the pre-war period. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. I yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Is not this a situation that will develop 

under this bill? The farmer has already received his ad
justment certificate, the processor sends that money to the 
Treasury, and the farmer receives his money; and any ex
emption made with respect to the tax will simply mean tak
ing money out of the Treasury which is not put there as a 
result of these collections-from the taxpayers as a whole. 

Mr. JONES. It would at least have that tendency, and 
any time the price is bid up to where it belongs, where any 
fair man admits it belongs, there will be no processing fee, 
there will be no application of the principles of the bill and 
we will go along normally. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, our local governments 
have tax problems. I do not think your committee, and I 
am sure the gentleman does not--! hope not-want to com
pel the taxpayers of my city that spent $12,000,000 last year 
for welfare, which maintains city hospitals, almshouses, 
tuberculosis hospitals, to stand an increased cost of govern
ment as the result of a charitable and meritorious policy. 

Mr. JONES. I will state that there are no such exemp
tions made in the tariff bill or the revenue bill . Let us 
not make exemptions that will take some of the farmer's 
money until we adopt a policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto do 
now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts ·[Mr. Mc
CoRMACK]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was re
jected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
EXISTING CONTRACTS 

SEC. 15. (a) If (1) any processor has, prior to the date o! 
approval of this act, made a bona fide contract of sale for de
livery after such date of any article in respect of which an ad
justment charge or tax Is imposed under this act, and if (2) such 
contract does not permit the addition to the amount to be paid 
thereunder of the whole of such charge or tax, then (unless the 
contract prohibits such addition) the vendee shall pay so much 
of the charge of tax as is not permitted to be added to the 
contract price. 

(b) Charges or taxes payable by the vendee shall be paid to 
the vendor at the time the sale is consummated and shall be 
collected and paid to the United States by the vendor in the same 
manner as other adjustment charges or taxes under this act. In 
case of failure or refusal by the vendee to pay such charges or 
taxes to the vendor, the vendor shall report the facts to the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, who shall cause collection of 
such charges or taxes to be made from the vendee. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 17, line 2, after the word "addition " In parentheses, insert 
the words "neither the processor nor." 

Mr. McS\V AIN. Mr. Chairman, I called attention yester
day to the fact that the manufacturers of cotton goods often 

sell their products six or nine months in advance for future 
delivery, and never buy the cotton until the contract for 
future delivery of such goods has been made. 

The effect of pending legislation has been to slow down 
the purchase of cotton goods. The result has been to slow 
down ·all demands for raw cotton. As long as this lan
guage remains in the bill under consideration if a contract 
for future delivery is made, unless the contract by its terms 
permits the increase of the purchase price of the amount 
of the assessment charge, the vendee, according to the 
language of the bill, must pay that assessment. 

Now, there is no ordinary contract made; I can not con
ceive of any contract that would be for the purchase of 
cloth for future delivery in which there would be a clause 
to the effect that in the event that the Congress of the 
United States should enact a law requiring a levY or ex
cise tax by the manufacturer or wholesale dealer then 
the vendee, the buyer, the wholesaler, or cloth dealer 'agrees 
to add that much to the purchase price of the cloth that he 
is to deliver next July or September. 

Unless that clause is in the contract, then the vendee 
would be compelled to pay the assessment charge. That 
being so, we can understand why the wholesale dealers in 
cloth to-day are holding up their contracts. They can not 
foresee what charge may be imposed on them when the 
cloth comes to be delivered several months hence. 

Furthermore, the wholesale dealers in cloth make their 
contracts for future delivery to the general trade. Unless 
they can know what cloth is going to cost them, they dare 
not make such a contract. You read in this morning's paper 
that cotton has sagged 17 points. 

Cotton sagged 17 points yesterday, and as long as this bill 
is pending and the possibility remains that a tax will be 
levied on cotton goods to be delivered in the future in addi
tion to the contract price contracts for future delivery will 
not be made generally, as they have been, and the cotton 
mills may curtail their product, and those now employed 
in winter months, depending on their wages for their daily 
bread, may be discharged. Wages have already been cut to 
the bone. It is a solemn fact that heads of families working 
in textile plants are to-day receiving as little as $8 and $9 a. 
week fpr their wages. They can not stand a further cut. 
Their present plight is pitiable. The mills are operating 
without a profit, just to swap dollars and give their em
ployees a poor chance to live. We dare not run the risk of 
making these bad matters worse. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, all this provision does is to 
protect these men who are making their contracts and 
makes it certain that they can make all the contracts they 
want to and provide in the contract, if they so desire, about 
any taxes that are levied. I understand that most contracts 
do make such a provision. The gentleman says the cotton 
market is sagging. The cotton market to-day is above 6 
cents for the only time in weeks, and it is since this bill 
came under consideration. I do not claim that it is the 
result of the bill particularly; but the only time it sagged 
was yesterday, when it looked the afternoon before as though 
we might strike out the enacting clause. Cotton was at 
5% cents when we started the consideration of this bill, 
and it is now above 6 cents. As I said, I do not think it 
is particularly due to the measure; but certainly you should 
not allow these men to contract for the whole year and thus 
get an exemption from all processing fees and thus nullify 
the bill, if it should be passed. This section as it is pro
tects the miller and the processor in making their contracts 
for future delivery. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate upon 

this section do now close. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend

ment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HoPE: Page 16, line 20 after the 

word "processor," insert a comma and the words :. jobber or 
wholesaler.'~ 
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, we accept that amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 

amendment, which I send to the desk. · 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CHINDBLOM: Page 16, line 23, after 

the word "tax," insert the words "or duty"; page 17, line 1, after 
the word "tax/' insert the words "or duty"; page 17, line 3, 
after the word " tax," insert the words '' or duty "; page 17, line 
4, after the word " taxes," insert the words " or au ties "; page 17, 
line 9, after the word •• taxes," insert the words "or duties"; 
page 17, line 12, after the word H taxes," insert the words " or 
duties." 

Mr. CIITNDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, section 15, relating to 
existing contracts, was copied from section 625 of the 
revenue act of 1932, which was made applicable to the man
ufacturers' excise taxes in title 4 of that act. The provi
sion that the vendee shall pay any part of the adjustment 
charge or tax which may not be added to the contract price 
in the case of contracts made prior to the passage of the 
legislation for delivery subsequent to such passage, may well 
be considered as providing a method for the enforcement of 
a contract by a vendor where, without such provision of law, 
the vendee might avoid his contract because of the change 
of conditions created by the adjustment charge or tax.. The 
scheme is defended now, as it was in the case of the revenue 
act, on the ground that it merely shifts the payment of the 
tax from the vendor to the vendee, but, it being admitted 
that the contract may prohibit the addition of the amount of 
the adjustment charge or tax to the price to be paid by the 
vendor, what greater legal right has Congress to add this 
adjustment charge or tax to the cost of the purchase or of 
the contract by the vendee? This bill, in section 15, as did 
the revenue act of 1932, even provides that if the vendee 
refuses ts> pay an adjustment charge or tax to the vendor 
in addition to and in excess of his contract agreement, then 
the vendor shall report the facts to the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue, who shall make collection from the vendee. 
If this is proper legislation for shifting the adjustment 
charge or tax and compelling payment notwithstanding the 
terms of an existing agreement, it would seem that the same 
privileges should be extended with reference to the payment 
of customs duties, and the amendment to that effect should 
be adopted. I therefore urge its acceptance by the com
mittee. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from lllinois. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

IMPORTATIONS 

SEc. 18. (a) During any period for which an adjustment charge 
under this act is in effect with respect to cotton there shall be 
levied, assessed, collected, and paid upon the following articles 
when imported from any foreign country into the United States 
the following duties: 

(1) On cotton having a staple of less than 1Ys inches in length, 
and on jute, 5 cents per pound; and · 

(2) On all dutiable articles wholly or in chief value of cotton 
having a staple of less than lYI! inches in length, or wholly or in 
chief value of jute, an additional duty of 5 cents per pound on 
such cotton, or the jute contained therein, as established by con
version factors prescribed by regulations of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

(b) During any period for which an adjustment charge is 1n 
effect with respect to wheat, cotton, tobacco, or hogs there shall 
be levied, assessed, collected, and paid upon the importation 
from any foreign country into the United States of goods processed 
or manufactured from such commodity which, if domestically 
processed, would be subject to an adjustment charge a duty equal 
to the amount of the adjustment charge which would be payable 
with respect to such domestic processing at the time of importa
tion, as established by conversion factors prescribed by regula
tions of the Secretary of the Treasury. Such duty shall be in 
addition to any other duty imposed by law. 

(c) The duties imposed by this section shall be levied, assessed, 
collected, and paid in the same manner as duties imposed by the 
tariff act of 1930, and shall be treated, for the purposes of all 
provisions of law relating to the customs revenue, as duties im
posed by such act. 

(d) As used in this section the term "United States" means 
the United States and its possessions, except the Phillppine 

Islands, the VIrgin Islands, American Samoa, and the island o! 
Guam. 

Mrs. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mrs. RoGERS: Page 18 line 23 after the 
word " duties," insert the following subdiv1sio~: "On flax, linen, 
hemp, ramie, and similar fibers and products thereof. 5 cents a 
pound." 

Mrs. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, at the present time linen, 
flax, and allied materials are coming into this country in 
tremendous quantities. Nearly 90 per cent of the linen and 
similar products used in the country at the present time are 
imported. In 1931 approximately 40,000,000 pounds of flax, 
hemp, ramie, linen, and products thereof entered this coun
try and are competing with our own cotton and cotton goods 
and our own production of flax in the Northwest. 'I'hat 
represents, roughly speaking, 100,000,000 square yards of 
cloth. You will appreciate exactly what it is doing to our 
cotton trade and even more what the effect of increased 
imports would be. The cotton farmers are just as vitally 
interested as the cotton manufacturers. At the present 
time a linen handkerchief can be purchased almost as 
cheaply as a cotton one. The same is true of tablecloths. 
There is only about 15 per cent difference in price. 

There is a linen psychology in this country. We still 
speak of our household linens, which include bedding 
napery, and bath linens. Nevertheless, the overwhelming 
proportions of such articles is made of cotton. 

The price differential between . products of household cot
tons and household linens has become narrow, so that 
women in these times are more and more able to satisfy 
their desire for real linens. Roughly, the price differential 
between cotton and linen products averages about 15 per 
cent; and if an additional duty is not imposed on imports of 
linens and similar products, the price differential will become 
so narrow as to sweep a considerable proportion of the pres
ent cotton business over to real linens. 

Handkerchiefs for men and women amount to a very large 
business, and present prices of ordinary linen handkerchiefs 
are only slightly above the price of cotton handkerchiefs. 
To increase the price of the cotton handkerchief without 
correspondingly increasing the cost of the linen handker
chief would throw a large part of the business into the 
linen end. It would give employment to foreign labor rather 
than to our own. 

If a man can get a linen handkerchief or a woman a 
linen tablecloth for comparatively little more than a cotton 
one, she will buy the linen tablecloth and he will buy the 
linen hankerchief. 

It is absolutely vital to our cotton farmer and our cotton 
manufacturer and their employees if you add 5 cents duty 
to a pound of cotton and the products thereof, to add 5 
cents duty to a pound of flax. hemp, ramie, linen, and 
fibers of a similar nature and their products. Its omission 
is an obvious oversight. It is the only way that you are 
going to be able to help our cotton producers as you think 
you will by this bill. If you do not do it, you are not build
ing up a tari!I wall to prevent cotton imports but tearing 
down that wall by allowing imports of linen, flax, hemp, and 
like :fibers. [Applause.] 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the committee has not had 
an opportunity to go into the particular matter just dis
cussed. No doubt there will be opportunity to consider it 
in the Senate, and that that body will have further hearings 
upon this measure. I feel sure they will take the time to 
do that. I would prefer not to accept such a far-reaching 
amendment at this time. I am sure opportunity will be 
given for such matters to be presented in the Senate. 

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. HARE. I wish to ask the question as to when this 

adjustment charge or period is to take place-in the fol
lowing year or in ·the present year? 

Mr. JONES. There is a step-up. The adjustment charge 
increases by degrees, but it will go into effect in full at the 
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beginning of the marketing year for the particular com
modity. 

Mr. HARE. Can the gentleman tell me when the mar
keting year will begin with reference to this particular 
clause-cotton? 

Mr. JONES. The Secretary is to fix it, and it will begin 
at harvest time. · 

Mr. HARE. Will it begin in August or September? 
Mr. JONES. It will be fixed by the Secretary, but the 

adjustment fee will begin at once, with a step-up. 
Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this section and 

all amendments thereto close in 20 minutes. 
The question was taken; and on a division <demanded by 

Mr. JoNES) there were-ayes 62, noes 68. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 
Tellers were ordered. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 

withdraw my request for tellers. 
The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Texas? 
Mr. HARE. Reserving the right to object, I have not in

dulged in this debate, but I would like to have five minutes 
of this time. If it is settled that I can have five minutes, I 
will agree to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas to withdraw his request for a 
vote by tellers? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

this section and all amendments thereto close in 30 minutes. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the lady from Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS]. 
The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. SNOW rose. 
Mr. GRANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

that a member of the committee was on his feet demanding 
recognition. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will recognize whoever he 
sees fit. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GRAN
FIELD] was already on his feet before this last matter 
came up. 

~!r. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, I would like the right to be 
heard on the point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will be glad to hear the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, there is no written rule in 
the book, but it has been the unbroken precedent, as far as 
I know anything about the practice in this House, that a 
member of a committee demanding recognition in debate is 
recognized in preference to anyone not a member of the 
committee. I would like to call the attention of the Chair 
to section 750 of the Manual-

In debate members of the committee, except the Committee of 
the Whole, are entitled to priority of recognition in debate. 

One of the rulings of the Hon. Champ Clark, one of the 
great Speakers of this House, was that the practice and prec
edents of the House were the best rules h_e knew anything 
about and he would follow in that path. It has been the 
unbroken precedent of this House, as far back as I am able to 
find, that when a member of a committee demanded recog
nition for debate, he was recognized by the Chair in prefer
ence to an outside Member. 

I can call the attention of the Chairman to several prec
edents in Hinds' along that same line, and each one was 
decided that way. I will just take time to call attention 
to one of them. During the discussion of a report from the 
Committee on Elections, a question arose as to the right of 

, recognition, whereupon the Speaker himself said: 
The Chair understands the usage in this House to be that when

ever a measure is reported from a committee, members of that 
committee shall have precedence in the discussion of the measure. 

I respectfully submit to the Chair, as the gentleman from 
Main~ [Mr. SNow] is a member of that committee, he is 

entitled to recognition before the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. GRANFIELD J. I trust the present Chair will so 
hold, as it is certainly in interest of orderly procedure in 
the consideration of legislation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If the Chair will indulge me for just a 
moment, the precedent referred to by the gentleman from 
New York has been recognized from time immemorial. It 
has always been the practice first to recognize members of 
the committee. It is bottomed upon the idea of advancing 
the consideration of legislation in ·an orderly way. It is 
presumed that members of the committee, who have given 
consideration to the bill under consideration, have given 
more thorough consideration to the bill than Members out
side the committee; and to advance the orderly working of 
the House is the real reason why in the long-established 
practice of the House the Speaker and chairman have recog
nized members of the committee in priority over other Mem
bers-to the end that orderly procedure would be advanced 
thereby. 

The CHAffiMAN <Mr. WARREN). The Chair understands 
the precedents of the House. The Chair has uniformly 
given preference to members of the committee on each occa
sion when he has presided. The Chair agreed to recognize 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GRANFIELD J. The 
gentleman was on his feet and asking for recognition before 
any member of the committee. However, the Chair will 
follow the precedents and recognize the gentleman from 
Maine [Mr. SNow] to offer an amendment, which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SNow: Page 18, line 25, after the 

word " length," strike out the comma and the words " and on 
jute"; page 19, line 3, after the word "length," strike out the 
comma and the words " or wholly or in chief value of . jute "; page 
19, line 5, after the word "cotton," strike out the comma and the 
words "or the jute." 

Mr. SNOW. Mr. Chairman, on the very first day · this 
bill was being considered here in the House I called your 
attention to the provision imposing a tariff of 5 cents a 
pound on jute. I am interested primarily in the effect this 
provision will have upon the farmers of this country. There 
are no burlap factories in my district that I know of, and I 
hold no brief for the manufacturers of burlap, but I do feel 
that I hold a partial brief for the farmers of this country, 
who raise commodities that are marketed in burlap bags. 
Burlap is made from jute. No jute is or can be grown in 
the United States. 

If this provision is retained in this bill, it will place a tax 
of at least 5 cents on every bag of grain purchased by the 
poultry man; 5 or 6 cents on every onion bag; a tax of 5 to 
10 cents on potato bags, and a tax of 5 cents on every bag 
of fertilizer bought in the North, South, East, or West. 

During the last six years an average of 170,000,000 pounds 
of jute has been annually used in the manufacture of bur
lap in this country, and the imposition of this tax will 
result in one of two things-an embargo or a tax upon 
farmers and other users of burlap of .five times 170,000,000, 
or eight and one-half million dollars. 

Not a single person appeared before the Committee on 
Agriculture in favor of this tariff. There was no debate or 
discussion concerning it except the motion to include it in 
the bill. 

It is not the cotton farmer of the country who is asking 
for this provision at this time. It is based solely on the 
theory, as I said the other day, of taxing bananas so that 
we will eat more apples. 

It is impossible to substitute cotton bags for certain forms 
of burlap bags that are now being used by the farmers in 
this country. It simply can not be done. One hundred
pound lots of sugar come to the grocery store in a burlap 
bag. If this sugar is in bulk, it is first encased in a cotton 
bag and then in a burlap bag. If the cotton bags were 
sufficient in themselves, you can rest assured that no burlap 
would be used. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SNOW. I yield. 
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Mr. BURTNESS. What about cotton bagging? 
Mr. SNOW. What does the gentleman mean? 
Mr. BURTNESS. Do they use burlap for wrapping the 

cotton in? 
Mr. SNOW. I have been so informed, but I know very 

little about cotton. Other Members of the House will dis
cuss that phase of the situation shortly. Burlap goes into 
every home in the country in the form of covering for fur
niture, and hundreds and hundreds of thousands of pounds 
of burlap are used in the manufacture of carpets. for which 
cotton can not be substituted. 

To call this whole bill utter madness is mere flattery, but 
this proposed tariff on jute is the most absurd proposition 
in the entire bill, and I hope the amendment' will be adopted. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
again? 

Mr. SNOW. With pleasure. 
Mr. BURTNESS. Is the proposal to put a tax on jute in 

order to protect cotton about the same in principle as though 
this bill taxed rye in order to protect wheat? Is not the 
principle identical? 

Mr. SNOW. Apparently it is. 
Mr. BURTNESS. I would like to assure the gentleman 

and the House that those of us who are interested in the 
wheat item in this bill have never had the nerve to ask for 
a tariff upon or for additional protection against substi
tutes for wheat of which there are many. 

Mr. SNOW. It is generally known that the highest tax 
suggested to the Committee on Ways and Means by any 
advocates of a tariff on jute was 3 cents, yet here is a pro
posed arbitrary tax of 5 cents. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNOW. I yield. 
Mr. COX. The gentleman is badly in error in his state

ment of what was suggested before the Ways and Means 
Committee. That committee gave extensive hearings, and 
the advocates of the tax on jute demanded a tax of 7 cents. 

Mr. SNOW. My information came from a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee not over 10 minutes ago. Per
haps I misunderstood him, however. 

Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNOW. I yield. 
Mr. RAGON. The consideration given by the committee 

was to the Ransdell bill providing a 3-cent tariff on jute. 
Mr. SNOW. I thank the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 

RAGON] for confirming my statement. 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. GRANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I am at a loss to un

derstand why the situation that was just precipitated was 
necessary, in view of the fact that the amendments which 
were offered by my colleague, the gentleman from Maine 
IMr. SNowJ, were identical with those which I sent to the 
Clerk's desk on being recognized by the Chair. 

During the last campaign the gentleman from Potsdam, 
N.Y. [Mr. SNELL], came into my district and told my people 
that the southern Democracy controlled my actions here. I 
am wondering, although I am in agreement with my dis
tinguished friend the gentleman from Maine, on this par
ticular issue, if the gentleman from Potsdam is not injecting 
again just a little bit of partisan politics into this situation? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman want to 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GRANFIELD. No; I will not yield to the gentleman. 
I might add, inasmuch as the gentleman says I would not 
dare to yield to him, that I have observed his votes on the 
prohibition issue for several years. and in view of his un
warranted characterization of me during the last campaign, 
that I was under the domination of the southern Democracy, 
I am forced to say that he has accepted the leadership of 
~orne of the boys from the South on the prohibition issue. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. DOWELL. I make the p_oint of order the gentleman 

is out of order in that he is not speaking to the question. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, he is allowed to answer the gentle
man from New York when he interpolated remarks to him 
from the floor; and he is going to do it. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has no right 
to make a speech on some other subject, and I insist on my 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts 
will confine his remarks to the amendment. 

Mr. GRANFIELD. I believe that the inclusion of jute in 
this bill is so ill considered and ill advised that it inflicts an 
unwarranted injury upon an important industry in this 
country and will eventually, if the amendments offered by 
the gentleman from Maine are not accepted, prove ruinous 
to the industry. 

I agree with the gentlemen who advocate this measure of 
relief for the farmers that the agricultural interests of this 
country need relief; and I agree with the contention that in 
order to bring prosperity back to our people, it is essential 
that the farmer be given every possible assistance at the 
hands of the Congress. I am fearful, however, that the 
harmful results of the provision which places a 5-cent duty 
upon jute will far outweigh the benefits which will be con-
ferred upon the farmers themselves. · 

Jute is in the category of cork, rubber, flax, silk, coffee, 
and tea, and there is no adequate substitute for these com
modities grown here. American manufacturers are forced 
to use these materials, not because the raw materials are 
cheaper, but because there is no suitable substitute produced 
in this country. 

In many cases the foreign raw material is a small part 
of the value of the finished product. The value in many 
of these commodities is imparted by American capital and 
labor. and many of these products become an American 
article. 

I do not believe it is the purpose of the Congress to inter
fere and probably abolish an American industry which em
ploys many thousand American workmen. 

The amendment to strike out " jute " from this bill is a 
fair amendment. During the past several days I have lis
tened attentively to the debate upon this bill. I have seen 
amendments offered in the interests of the corn growers, 
in the interests of the peanut growers, in the interests of 
the goat raisers, and in the interests of the dairy farmers. 
Some of these amendments have been accepted and others 
rejected by the committee, yet . corn is in competition with 
wheat, barley, and oats; beef and lamb are in competition 
with pork; and this House has refused to place a tax upon 
these commodities. I contend that the Members who urged 
a tax on these commodities are justified in their claims in
asmuch as the committee has seen fit to place a duty of 5 
cents per pound on jute. As a matter of fact, the competi
tion between jute and cotton is not nearly so great as the 
competition between corn and wheat; The fact is that 
there is very little real competition in America to-day be
tween jute and cotton. 

Under the mechanics of this bill the cotton farmer re
ceives a bounty or a subsidy provided he complies with the 
terms of the bill. The jute manufacturer receives nothing 
in the way of a subsidy or a bounty under this bill. It must 
be apparent by even a most cursory study of the legislation 
that the jute industry, in so far as it is in competition with 
the cotton industry, is destroyed. Not only is this the 
situation which confronts that industry, but this bill fails 
to protect the industry against its competitors. I refer you 
gentlemen to the tariff act of 1930, page 99, paragraph 1684, 
which reads as follows: 

Grasses and fibers: Henequen, sisal, manila, jute, jute butts, 
kapok, istle or Tampico fiber, New Zealand fiber, sunn, maguey, 
ramie or China grass, raffia, pulu, and all other textile grasses or 
fibro1Js vegetable substances, not dressed or manufactured in any 
manner, and not specially provided for. 

In the free list of the act you will note that many grasses 
and fibers which are to-day in competition with jute bear 
no tax. The failure of the committee to place the grasses 
and fibers enumerated in paragraph 1684 of the tariff act 
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gives processors of these materials such an unfair advan
tage over the jute manufacturers that they can not com
pete with them, and this will result in the absolute de
struction of the jute industry in America. Not only does 
it mean the destruction of the jute industry, but the manu
facture of articles from the materials enumerated in para
graph 1684 are also in no small degree in competition with 
the products of the cotton manufacturers; and you gentle
men, who are endeavoring to protect the cotton interests 
and who are responsible for placing the tax upon jute, are 
going to find your cotton manufacturers being undersold 
in their market. In other words, Mr. Chairman, and I 
wish to impress upon the mind of the chairman of this 
committee, that the failure to include a tax upon these 
fibers and grasses makes it impossible for the cotton inter
ests to compete in the market with the commodities which 
are produced from these raw materials. It is evident that 
this bill does not give the protection that you had hoped 
for to your cotton manufacturers. 

This item of the bill has been so loosely drawn that the 
duty of 5 cents per pound imposed upon imported raw 
fibers-cotton and jute-fails to protect the American man
ufacturer. The compensating duty on manufactured ar
ticles, if these amendments are not adopted, should be at 
least 5% cents upon the fibers contained therein to make 
up for the waste in manufacture; in other words, if a ra~ 
fiber is started in the process of manufacture, a part of it 
is lost in the process. This loss or waste part, however, 
has been taxed before the American manufacturer received 
it, but with only a 5-cent compensating duty on manufac
tured goods the foreign manufacturer escapes the tax on 
the waste which is not contained in his finished product. 

I am confident that the Committee on Agriculture and 
the membership of this House does not intend, by any legis
lative act, to destroy a legitimate industry in this country. 
That is just what the inclusion of jute in this bill does. In 
America to-day we are going through the most critical eco
nomic crisis in the history of this Nation; yes, in fact, in 
the history of the entire world. Twelve million men are 
walking the streets of our land. The farmer is in trouble, 
industry is prostrated, and thousands of our people are 
hungry and in need of employment. The passage of this 
bill without the adoption of the amendments will add hun
dreds of thousands more to that ever-increasing army of un
employed. I trust the House will accept the amendments 
of the gentleman from Maine and strike out jute from the 
consideration of this legislation. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRANFIELD. I shall be pleased to yield to my dis
tinguished colleague from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is it not a fact that the ordinary 
acceptance of a tariff, or call this a tax if you wish, is that 
of protection to American industry? 

Mr. GRANFIELD. The gentleman is absolutely right. 
Mr. TREADWAY. Is there any competitive jute grown in 

this country? 
Mr. GRANFIELD. There is not. 
Mr. TREADWAY. So, is this not an indirect way to 

affect the price at which jute can be purchased for process
ing in this country? 

Mr. GRANFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? Why are we 

so concerned about jute from India when cotton sacking 
and cotton bagging can supplant jute for every use that it 
is put to in this country? Why do we not think more about 
cotton bagging than we do about foreign jute? 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman, a few minutes ago the 

·gentleman from Maine [Mr. SNowJ spoke about what it 
would cost farmers to use cotton bags. I want to say to the 
gentleman that in the South we buy hundreds of carloads 
of the gentleman's potatoes, and if there is a difference in 
price we will be very glad to pay it, knowing that with the 
proper tax on jute we would be able to use two or three 

million more bales of cotton, which would mean a much 
higher price for cotton. 

I may say to the committee that jute is imported from 
India, and from year to year, up until the present time, 
pound by pound the importation has grown, and if we could 
substitute cotton for it, pound for pound, the cotton pro
ducers of the South would be given a market for from two 
to three million bales. 

I want to state that if we had a proper tariff on jute we 
would not be here now asking you to pass the bill that we 
have before us to-day. 

All we propose to do under this section is simply to ad
vance jute in line with the increased price of cotton, as 
proposed in the bill, and leave jute importers and jute 
manufacturers of this country right where we find them 
to-day. 

We have provided an adjustment charge on silk and rayon 
manufactured in the United States, which has been ap
proved. Still we have men in the House, even from the 
South, who are willing to go along with tariff barons from 
New England and allow jute to flood this country duty free. 
Certainly it pleases New England to get all of the tariffs it 
wants and then have southern Congressmen keep jute on 
the free list because there are jute-manufacturing plants in 
New England. 

Later on, I propose to make a fight before the Ways and 
Means Committee to really put a tariff on jute and jute prod
ucts so as to put cotton on a competitive basis. As stated, 
under this provision, you simply place jute in identically 
the same place that we find it by placing it in line with 
other protected products carried in the bill. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GRANFIELD] pro
poses to offer a perfecting amendment and I agree with him 
that we ought to have manufactured and waste jute and 
waste jute bagging written in the bill, because if you allow 
the manufactured product to be imported into this country 
without this charge they would have a decided advantage 
over jute manufacturers in this country, and I am willing 
to go along with the gentleman on his amendment. 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FULMER. I yield. 
Mr. COX. The gentleman, of course, is familiar with the 

argument of the Ludlow interests, who dominate the jute 
industry in this country, having mills also in India, that 
putting a duty upon jute will raise the costs of bags to the 
people living in the grain and potato sections of the country 
fn the neighborhood of 5 cents per bag. Does the gentleman 
recall that a study of this question which was made some 
years ago disclosed that with 18-cent cotton, bags for the 
use of the grain and potato people would not cost more than 
1 to 1% or 2 cents per bag above the cost of jute at that 
time; and will the gentleman permit this further inter
ruption? Of all the schedules in the tariff bill, the vegetable 
fibre schedule, as it relates to jute, is the most indefensible 
because you have the unprecedented case, in that instance, 
of a processed article carrying a duty lower than the raw 
commodity itself; that is, a commodity which has passed 
through one or two stages along its course to a finished fabric 
that is used in this country. 

Mr. FULMER. The gentleman is absolutely correct. 
There have been so many misstatements made about the dif
ference in price of jute and cotton bags that I want to quote 
actual figures, representing the price of jute and cotton bags 
when cotton was selling for 11 ¥a cents, and according to a 
statement issued by Ludlow, the jute king, quoting 4U-inch 
7¥2-ounce burlap at 7.05 cents, which indicates a difference 
of 4 cents per yard. It takes about 44 inches of such cloth 
to make a 2-bushel bag. The difference between a 7¥2-ounce 
jute bag and one made of a comparable grade of cotton cloth 
is slightly less than 5 cents per bag. To-day when cotton is 
selling for 6 cents per pound, there would be a difference 
of about 3 cents per bag, or 1% cents per bushel. 

May I state that the American Cotton Manufacturers As
sociation, with a membership operating over 13,000,090 
spindles, employing well over 250,000 people, has indorsed 
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the efforts to obtain a proper tariff on jute and its products? J This will clearly indicate that the gentleman has his 
However, under the section placing ~ cents per pound on figures wrongly compiled. Two pounds to the yard in jute 
jute, should not be considered as a tariff in the sense of 
placing cotton on a competitive basis with jute, but simply 
advancing jute with, and equal to, the adjustment charge 
proposed on cotton under the bill. I want to call the atten
tion of Southern Democrats, and those representing cotton
manufacturing interests in New England, that unless this 
is done, you simply give to the jute interest in this country, 
and importers of jute, a further advantage over manufac
tured cotton goods, to the extent of the adjustment charge 
for cotton. 

The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. HARE], while 
friendly to the bill, was very much concerned in his speech 
on the floor of the House about the jute interests of this 
country taking advantage of the 5 cents per pound duty 
on the importation of jute, thereby adding this amount to 
jute and jute products on hand in mills and warehouses 
already in the United States. I agree with him that there 
is a possibility of the jute interests taking advantage of 
this. However, it will give the same privilege if the duty is 
not placed on jute, and you can rest assured that they are 
going to take advantage of it. The thing that I am inter
ested in is to actually place a duty on jute, so that no 
further importation can come into this country without 
paying this revenue into the United States. 

Mr. COX. The rug makers of this country and the 
Ludlow people are the ones who are interested in maintain
ing the status quo of this proposition. There ought to be 
a duty on jute in the interest of better prices for the cotton 
producers of this country. 

Mr. FULMER. I agree with the gentleman from Georgia. 
May I say to the committee that this duty is only placed 
on jute and jute products until the price of cotton has 
reached the parity price, or a price on a parity with that of 
industrial products? 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. RAGON], in his usual 
emotional and high-powered way of speech-making on the 
floor of the House, stated that he stood on the floor of the 
House two years ago and fought the Smoot-Hawley tariff 
bill as long and as hard as he could. May I state to the 
Congressman that Democrats, representing our great South
land, have been doing the same thing for over 100 years. 
In the meantime, they have never been able to · defeat the 
tariff policy and to-day we have the highest tariff rates 
ever in the history of this Republic, costing the South, and 
especially farmers, who are broke at this time, millions of 
dollars annually. Because of the attitude of southern Demo
crats, the South has been left out of the picture. There is 
no man in Congress who opposes present tariff rates more 
than I do, but I contend that if we have a tariff policy, 
which is for the purpose of protecting American markets 
for American citizens, every section of this country should 
get due consideration. The gentleman further states: 

I want to follow the President elect, and will do it if I possibly 
can. 

I propose to do the same thing; and I venture to state here 
and now, after the end of the 4-year term of President-elect 
Roosevelt, we will still have the tariti policy in full force, 
with our people in the South paying tribute to New England 
and the rest of the industrial centers of the East, even 
though on somewhat reduced rates. It is pitiful to see 
Members of Congress from the South, who were born and 
reared on a farm, become so entrenched in any vocation in 

· life that does not come actually in contact with farm life at 
this time appear so uninformed in speaking on farm prob
lems, and especially this, the one most important affecting 
the prosperity of the So)lth. 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. RAGON] makes this 
statement: 

Listen to me, my Democratic friends from down South. They 

bagging would mean 10 cents instead of 12 to 22 cents, as 
stated by him. In the mean~me the amount of bagging 
manufactured out of cotton that would be substituted for 
jute, if we really had a tariff on jute so as to allow cotton to 
compete with jute, would be an insignificant item in connec
tion with the whole question. 

Now, that we propose to advance cotton 6 cents a pound, 
leaving jute on its present world basis, I want to ask the 
gentleman in all fairness what is there to prevent this 
jute interest-Ludlow, the jute king, if you please, who has 
practically a small village of 100 buildings in his jute plant 
in India, where he is working thousands of Indian laborers 
at 16 cents per day-in advancing his price in the way of an 
extra profit to the extent of the adjustment charge placed 
on cotton? In the meantime the gentleman has been very 
much concerned about raising revenue and balancing the 
Budget. May I state to the gentleman that with a ·billion 
pounds of jute and jute products coming into this country 
from India, the next largest competitive cotton-growing 
country in the world to the United States, that he will be 
losing $50,000,000 perfectly good revenue that would be paid 
by the Jute Trusts, which are robbing cotton producers of 
the South out of their own markets to the tune of two to 
three million bales of cotton. 

The gentleman further states: 
I will stand for this bill and I will go down the line for the 

sake of agriculture, but I balk when you try to ·ram down my 
throat the highest tariff that was ever proposed before any tariff 
committee. 

I want to say that in the passage of the revenue bill in 
the Seventy-first Congress the Congress had no trouble in 
ramming down the gentleman's throat a tariff on oil. I 
remember the same type of fiery speech made by the gentle
man proposing to place a tariti on oil with oil wells in his 
district, with a plea that it was for the protection of desti-. 
tute women and children. 

I am still hoping that a duty can be placed on jute and 
jute products-including the amendment otfered by the 
gentlewoman, Mrs. RoGERS, from Massachusetts-in the Sen
ate, when the bill is up for consideration in that body. 

I hope that Southern Democrats, especially Judge BuL
WINKLE, who so bitterly opposes this legislation, will read 
the following: 

THE RoBBiNs KNITTING MILLS Co., 
High Point, N. 0., January 12, 1933. 

I have your letter of the 5th, and am extremely glad to get 
this letter. 

Last August I took this same matter up with Senator GEORGE, 
of Georgia, having inspiration to do so from an extract of a speech 
that he made on the Senate floor, and I have before me a monthly 
summary of imports which I secured from the Department of 
Commerce, and it is most shocking and astounding that we are to
day accepting the by-product of flax-that is, hemp, jute, ramie, 
etc.-in such quantities that it would be eliminated from 1m
port through a prohibited tariff that in a few years, although our 
cotton crop should continue with as large a production as bad 
heretofore, _our carry-over of cotton would be wiped out entirely. 
Although it might cost a small amount more per farmer to bale 
his cotton in cheap cotton bagging instead of jute bagging, in 
the long run, in my opinion, it would get an advance on the price 
of his cotton, in that he would get an advance on the price of 
his cotton because of the diminishing carry-over that it would 
cause. 

I pray you that you will exert every effort possible to have a 
prohibitive tariff placed on all jute, flax, and other importations 
that may be substituted with cotton. 

Anything that~ can do to aid in this matter please command me. 
C. C. ROBBINS. 

Listen to what this South Carolina planter, who operates 
one of the largest farms in South Carolina, has to say about 
the allotment plan and especially the placing of duties to 
protected domestic processors, including a provision in law 
to make curtaihnent of production of surplus farm products 
obligatory: 

are asking for 5 cents a pound on jute. There are 2 pounds of BREEZE HILL PLANTATION, 
jute in every yard of jute bagging. That means 10 cents a yard Aiken, S. a., January 10, 1933. 
that they will put on as a tariff. What is the price of jute bagging I Only stupidity can keep a country which makes more of food, 
to-day to the cotton farmers of the South? It is on an average of more of clothes, more of almost everything else than it needs in 
12 cents a yard. You are going to increase to the farmers of the a state of semistarvation and semidarkness. 
South alone the cost of their bagging from 12 cents to 22 cents a It is the duty of our Representatives in Congress to see that 
yard. such a state of affairs is rectified and to so compose their indi-
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vidual ideas as to compass that result. If you have no better 
practical plan of your own for immediate alleviati.on of condi
tions, your duty is plain to get behind some plan, such as the 
dCfmestic-allotment plan, and help see that it is passed in work
able and beneficial shape, with no jokers in it, but with coun
tervailing duties to protect domestic processors, and with provi
sions in the law to make curtailment of production of surplus 
farm products obligatory by fair and far-seeing legislation. 

And the law must be as wide in application as possible to benefit 
all American farmers, as only if all farmers are prosperous can 
they diversify acreage. In my opinion much higher duties should 
be levied on some agricultural products largely imported into 
the country, such as hides, vegetable oils, and the plant products 
producing same, and jute-the last especially, of course, bene
fiting the cotton farmer. 

C. B. WooLSEY. 

When I had up for consideration in the Seventy-first 
Congress my bill proposing to sell American cotton on a 
net-weight basis, which is the practice in every cotton coun
try in the world except the United States, fixing the maxi
mum tare allowance not to exceed 16 pounds, to take the 
place of the wasteful and expensive tare allowance now used 
in the United States of 21 pounds of bagging and ties to the 
farmers, attaching 4 additional pounds by cotton merchants, 
making 25 pounds for mill delivery in the United States, 
with additional patching of bagging of 5 pounds, or a total 
of 30 pounds, on all cotton exported. The gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. KERR] opposed the bill on the follow
ing grounds: 

I have been interested in this bill and have opposed its passage 
for the reason that, upon the investigation that I could make, it 
would be harmful to the interests of the farmer rather than 
beneficial, because of the difference in the cost of the bagging 
proposed and the jute bagging which is commonly used to cover 
cotton. There is another reason also which prompted me to be 
unfavorable to this measure; that is, it would practically put out 
of business several very prosperous jute-bagging manufacturing 
plants in our State. 

Again we have a southern representative, taking only into 
consideration the item of cotton bagging to be used in cover
ing cotton and the welfare of a few jute factories in the 
United States, at the expense of all cotton producers, their 
families, cotton mills, and thousands of cotton-mill em
ployees. 

Let me give you some of the main items, benefits, and 
savings to the millions of people engaged in this great in
dustry, which has always brought about a balance of trade 
in favor of the United States. If we take into consideration 
high-density compression, it would mean: 
Compression and recompression ____________________ _ 
Freight on excessive tare __________________________ _ 
~arine insurance __________________________________ _ 

Land and ocean freight----------------------------Waste and excessive sampling _____________________ _ 
Savings in country damage ________________________ _ 
Advantage in price on account of a respectable bale 

in comparison with the disgraceful bale that is now 
being sold in foreign countries __________________ _ 

$10,000,000 
5,000,000 

10,000,000 
15,000,000 
8,000,000 

30,000,000 

8,500,000 

Total---------------------------------------- 86,500,000 
Less estimated loss to growers in difference of price, 

cotton, and jute bagging_________________________ 7,000,000 

Total---------------------------------------- 79,500,000 

I quote from a statement made by Mr. Holt, cotton rep
resentative of the Department of Agriculture in foreign 
countries, before the Agricultural Committee in 1929: 

Mr. FULME.R. Right at that point, Doctor Holt, I would like you 
to tell these people about the conditions of American cotton when 
it arrives. You have been over there when they have unloaded 
this cotton and noticed it on the platform, and you know the 
condition in comparison with the other cottons. 

Mr. HoLT. The American cotton, the condition of it when it 
arrives in Europe, is really considered a disgrace. It is far below 
the condition of any other cotton. I have talked to European 
merchants, in my work, about a better American bale, and they 
will agree it should be better; but I think anything that is done 
about it will have to come from this side. And I would like to say 
that the Egyptian bale contains only 3¥2 per cent bagging and ties, 
the Mexican is 1 Y2 per cent, and the African 2¥2 per cent. 

Certainly the following letter addressed to the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States, Washington, D. C., signed 
by the American Chamber of Commerce, Shanghai, China, 
should prove to be very enlightening and convincing as to 
what it is costing the cotton industry of the South in ex-

porting our disgraceful American bales, on account of being 
covered with jute bagging, which is not used in any other 
cotton country in the world, even in India, from whence 
jute is imported. 

AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Shanghai, China, November 16, 1932. 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: American insurance interests in Shanghai have 
brought to tl1e attention of the chamber the unusually heavy· 
losses suffered by insurers as a result of cotton fires on Shanghai 
wharves during this year and have requested that steps be taken 
toward improving the packing of American cotton, which is con
sidered a prime factor tn the recent disastrous experience. 

It is pointed out that there have been three serious fires in 
American cotton cargoes in the short period of 14 weeks. 

The first fire occurred on December 25, 1931, and involved baled 
American cotton which had just been discharged from the steamer 
Forthbank on the Shanghai & Hongkew Wharf Co.'s west wharf.· 
A total of 5,575 bales was destroyed, ·with a net loss of 642,000 
taels to insurance companies after salvage had been completed. 
The cause of this fire was never ascertained, but the flames spread 
from end to end of the warehouse with great rapidity. 

The second fire occurred in January and involved the 1-storied, 
brick-built godown No. 7, on the east wharf of the same company, 
damaging 1,650 bales of cotton, as well as other cargo stored with 
it, and causing the insurance companies the net loss after salvage 
of 217,000 taels. 

The third fire, which took place on April 5, involved the rem
nants left from the second blaze and caused a net loss to insur
ance companies of 28,000 taels. 

In August last a fourth fire occurred on the modern concrete 
fire-resisting wharf of the Robert Dollar Co. at Shanghai. Final 
figures of the loss on this occasion have not yet been computed by 
the adjusters, but it is estimated that the loss to insurers will not 
be less than 55,000 taels. 

It is pointed out that in several instances the flames spread with 
great rapidity and that within a comparatively short time of the 
discovery of the fire the whole of each warehouse seemed to be in 
flames. The speed with which fire runs through baled American 
cotton is attributable by insurance men, adjusters, and shipping 
men at this port to the inferior packing of the American commod
ity and the fire hazard inherent in the condition of the bales when 
they arrive here. This is obvious to anyone who has watched a 
cargo of American cotton being discharged at Shanghai. Out of 
any lot of 100 bales, selected at random, the majority will have 
many broken hoops and the gunny bag covering will be so badly 
torn that the cotton is exposed to both the sides and the ends of 
the bales, whilst there are always trailings of loose cotton around 
the edges. It is this which causes heavy losses through rapid 
expansion from the seat of the fire, whereas the blaze might have 
been confined to a small area had the cotton been properly packed. 
It is pointed out by competent underwriters that a few hundred 
bales of American cotton in a godown constitute a risk just as 
serious as if the warehouse were stacked with loose cotton. In this 
connection attention is drawn to the fact that in the first fire not; 
one package in a shed of 270 feet long escaped damage. 

Shanghai is not the only place to which American cotton is ex
ported, and it is felt that any efforts toward correcting the situa
tion created by inferior packing at home would be a real service to 
the American exporter as well as to American insurance and trans
portation firms. 

It is suggested· that it should be pointed out to American 
exporters that the market for their product is being seriously 
endangered by its packing, despite the unquef:!tioned superiority 
of the commodity itself. 

Your assistance in bringing this matter to the attention of the 
exporters at home would be greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
D. K. KING, Secretary. 

The mills making the coarse cotton goods have struggled 
in vain to meet the ever-increasing competition of this 
foreign fiber spun and woven in a foreign country. Make 
no mistake, this tide of jute is lapping at the doorstep of 
everyone in the industry. A billion yards and still rising! 

The men who cultivate the jute fiber in India work for 
16 cents a day. The women who strip it from the stalks 
receive as their wages nothing but the bark and cores, which 
they take home for fuel. Is it reasonable to expect American 
farmers to raise cotton in competition with the pauper labor 
of India? 

Almost alone agriculture a..nd textiles have lagged behind 
during a period of prosperity surpassing anything America 
has known. 

The cotton mills have struggled in vain to meet the ever
increasing competition of this foreign fiber spun and woven 
in a foreign country. Their warehouses are choked with 
goods. They have had to 1·un short time. Thousands -of 
their people have walked the streets out of work. Their 



1684 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE JANUARY 12 
shareholders have had to forego dividends while the cotton 
they might have consumed hangs over the market to depress 
further the prices, already low, that hard-working fanners 
have had to accept for their toil and trouble. 

Mr. HARE. Mr. Chairman, I find myself very much in 
sympathy with the expressions just made with reference to 
jute, but I am wondering whether this provision of the bill 
will serve the purpose contemplated. and my purpose in 
rising now is to make some inquiry. 

My information is that jute used for cotton bagging is 
generally purchased by the importer or the wholesaler sev
eral months prior to the use thereof. That is, if I am cor
rect in this assumption, the jute or bagging to be used 
around cotton next fall, beginning with July, August, or SeP
tember, has already been purchased and has already been 
imported into the United States. And I am again wonder
ing whether the importer, the broker, or .the man who has 
the jute and the bagging in his warehouse, as soon as this 
act becomes a law, will not raise the price to the amount 
of the levy or the duty fixed in this bill, and the farmer 
will have to pay this additional price without getting any 
benefit. 

Mr. COX. If the gentleman will yield there, let him raise 
it and cotton fabric will be substituted, of course, and he 
will have his jute on his hands. 

Mr. HARE. That is just the point I want to get, and 
I hope the gentleman from Georgia is correct, but cotton 
may not be substituted. 

As I understand it this bill plans to increase the price of 
cotton only to that part of the crop sold and consumed 
in the United States, and the increase in price will be con
fined to those who reduce their acreage at least 20 per cent 
of last year's crop. If I am correct in this interpretation 
it is my guess that not over 15 or 20 per cent of the total 
crop of cotton grown will receive the benefit of this pro
posed increase. It is certain · that the 58 or 60 per cent 
shipped abroad will not receive it, and we have no idea how 
many farmers will agree to reduce their acreage 20 per cent. 
If only one-half of those who produce cotton should agree 
to reduce their acreage, and then only 40 per cent of produc
tion will be entitled to the increase, we can see how it is 
quite possible for only 20 per cent of the cotton grown to 
receive the benefit of the increase in price. Of course that 
20 per cent can afford to pay the 60 cents additional per 
bale for bagging, but if the other 80 per cent have to pay a 
corresponding increase and receive no increase in the price 
of their cotton I can see where they will be the loser, and 
that is why I am making this inquiry. I can appreciate 
what the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox] has in mind, 
but I do not know that cotton cloth will be substituted for 
jute or bagging as a covering for baled cotton. 

I do know this, that if you increase the price of cotton to 
12 cents per pound you will increase it to such a point that 
it will be too expensive to use instead of jute bagging at 
present prices. I would like for it to be understood that 
I am not objecting to this provision, but what I want to get 
at is to see whether we are not getting ourselves into a hole 
in putting a tax on jute, so that when we buy .next fall 
we will be paying the tariff and getting no benefit from it. 
Because, if this is only to be an emergency bill for one year, 
we would pay the tax for this season and get no benefit out 
of it. 

These observations are made for the purpose of getting 
information. I would like for some member of the com
mittee to tell me whether or not this experiment of buying 
jute this fall, to which the tax may not apply for the reason 
already mentioned, will benefit the cotton farmer any at all. 

Mr. GIFFORD. Let me remind my friend that the largest 
manufacturers of jute in this country have also seen to it 
that they have large paper plants, rough, thick paper, so 
that when jute can not be had they resort to this sort of 
paper. I think the purpose of this is to require the substitu
tion of cotton bags instead of jute, and I am in sympathy 
with that. 

Mr. HARE. So am L 

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARE. I yield. 
Mr. COX. I can understand how you are going to con

sume cotton if you cut out jute in making the bags for these 
tremendous numbers of bales of cotton. As a matter of fact, 
40,000 bales of cotton will wrap 15,000,000 bales. It is not in 
the use of jute in making the cotton bagging that the cotton 
business is hurt; it is in the grocery trade, using enough jute 
bagging to consume, if cotton was substituted, 400,000 bales. 

Mr. HARE. The gentleman understands that I am in 
sympathy with that, but this is an emergency bill, to exist 
only for one year. If it is to be permanent, then it is an 
entirely different proposition. The thing I am afraid of is 
that the period will be just long enough to catch the farmer 
in the trap this next fall. 

I shall probably vote for this bill because it is the only 
farm relief bill presented, but I want it clearly understood 
that I am not supporting it because I favor the principle 
involved, nor do I subscribe to the belief that it will bring 
any material relief to agriculture. I will support it on the 
theory that it is a protest against the existing high protec
tive tariff policy, trusting it may have the effect of bringing 
to the attention of the beneficiaries of the present tariff 
system the benefits they claim to receive and the excessive 

_burdens imposed on the farmer as a result of such a policy. 
I believe that when the beneficiaries of the high tariffs get 
a taste of the medicine they have been administering to 
agriculture they will be willing to admit the whole policy is 
wrong and will insist upon a reduction in our excessively 
high tariffs. Then we may expect some relief for agricul .. 
ture. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. RAGON. Mr. Chairman, I stood on this :floor two 

years ago and fought the Smoot-Hawley bill as long and 
as hard as I could. I have gone into Republican congres
sional districts and laid it as a lash across the back of my 
Republican colleagues. But if this item is kept in the bill, 
I am willing to take back and apologize for everything I 
ever said about the Smoot-Hawley bill. [Applause.] 

Let me tell you something. We are not dealing with agri
culture. The way we are going about it here is for the 
purpose of helping textile mills in the South build for them
selves a tariff wall. You are robbing the American farmer 
of 75 per cent of increased cost of bagging of every de
scription in this country. I thought that this bill came in 
here with the approval and blessing of the President elect. 
That was the attitude at least of some gentlemen promi
nently identified with him who appeared before the com
mittee. I want to follow the President elect, and will do it 
if I possibly can. He went from one end of this country 
to the other, with all of us as his Democratic cohorts, 
crystallizing public sentiment in this country against the 
administration because of the Smoot-Hawley bill, and now 
you ask me to believe that in the name of a depressed and 
destitute agriculture he is here asking us to put the highest 
tariff rate that has ever been asked anywhere on jute. Do 
you know what they are asking for? Listen to me, my 
Democratic friends from down South. They are asking for 
5 cents a pound on jute. There are 2 pounds of jute in 
every yard of jute bagging. That means 10 cents a yard 
that they will put on as a tariff. 

What is the price of jute bagging to-day to the cotton 
farmers of the South? It is on an average of 12 cents a yard. 
You are going to increase to the farmers of the South alone 
the cost of their bagging from 12 cents to 22 cents a yard. 
The average price of cotton bagging is 20 cents per yard; so 
it means an embargo against jute: Mr. Chairman, I begged 
my good friend from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVER] not to insi.st 
upon his rice amendment, because I wanted to follow the 
President elect of the United States, the Democratic leader. 
Mr. Roosevelt. I felt pretty bad when that was written into 
the bill, and only out of love and affection for my colleague 
did I give it my support. Then when I heard the peanut 
boys from Georgia and North Carolina endeavor to wrap the 
great, strong, and victorious arms of the Democratic Party 
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around the frail and humble form of the little Georgia 
"goober," I thought that was pretty bad also. I could see no 
reason apparent on God's green footstool for writing dairy 
products into this bill but the idea of a crowd of southern 
Democrats, under the cloak of agricultural poverty, trying to 
put over this high tariff rate, to the hurt of every cotton 
farmer in the South. 

Mr. PARKER of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. RAGON. No. My Democratic friends, when are we 
going to learn to follow the President elect? Oh, I can stand 
all of this, and I will stand all of this, and I will go down the 
line for the sake of agriculture, because of its depressed con
dition, but I balk when you try to ram down my throat the 
high~st tariff that was ever proposed before any tariff com
mittee. How great will it affect the cotton producer, who 
will have to send 57 per cent of his product across the water 
in competition there with cotton that is free of any tariff 
duty at all? 

Mr. PARKER of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. RAGON. No. My friend from South Carolina [Mr. 
HARE] asked a pertinent question, and I can answer it, I 
think. He is correct. He is not only correct, but he is 
worse than correct. Sixty per cent of the bagging that will 
be used by the farmers of this country this fall in wrapping 
cotton will be rewoven from the bagging used last year. 
You will therefore give to this secondhand jute bagging the 
advantage of this 10-cent tariff which will cost the cotton 
grower 60 cents on every bale of cotton--on a 15,000,000 fall 
crop it would amount to $9,000,000 out of the pockets of 
cotton farmers. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time ·of the gentleman from 
Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I congratulate my col
league on the Ways and Means Committee, the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. RAGON], on the fine Republican speech 
that he has just made, and the lesson that he has taught 
some of his Democratic colleagues. I had intended to make 
reference to the statement of the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Cox], when he said that a jute-bagging tariff rate was 
justifiable. But it has been so successfully answered by the 
gentleman from Arkansas that I do not think there is any 
need of my touching on the reference that the gentleman 
from Georgia made to this item. 

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. I can not yield at the moment. The 

underlying principle of a tariff is protection to American 
industry from foreign competition. When my colleague 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GRANFIELD] had 
the floor, I took pains to ask him whether jute was raised 
in any form whatsoever in this country. He and I and the 
rest of you know that it is not so raised. 

Therefore, there is no protection to American industry in 
any shape or form in putting a tariff on jute. But the 
point is that it is the same old comparison. When we were 
having hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means 
on the Smoot-Hawley bill, the question came up of putting 
a duty on bananas. I asked the witness, a representative 
of agricultural interests, whether any bananas were raised 
commercially in the United States. He admitted they were 
not. Then I asked, Why a duty on bananas?-and the 
answer was, In order to force our people to eat more apples! 
We have it illustrated again to-day. The low-tariff people 
or the no-tariff people of the Democratic Party are asking 
the most indefensible kind of a duty on a noncompetitive 
article in order to force the price of that article to such a 
point that the people will be driven to buying a substitute 
in the form of cotton. 

According to the hearings before the Committee on Ways 
and Means, cotton is not a satisfactory substitute in any 
Eense of the word. Cotton has no fiber that makes suitable 
bagging or coarse wrapping material. The same effort was 
made by one of these same gentlemen before the Post Office 
Committee to make it possible to substitute cotton twine for 
jute twine. It is a far-fetched effort to throw an industry 

of this country out at the expense of the purchaser of the 
products of cotton. That is all there is to this, and that is 
why jute is in this bill. It is another evidence of the re
mark I made a day or two ago, showing the incompetency 
of the Committee on Agriculture to deal with the question of 
the tariff. 

Let the right committee handle the subject of the tariff. 
We will make mistakes enough, there is no doubt about that, 
but we will not make the mistake of putting a duty on an 
article not grown or manufactured in this country in order 
to raise the price of that article to its consumers and there
fore force the use of a poor substitute ior that article. The 
proponents of this indefensible item go farther than a tariff. 
They are proposing an embargo. The average price of cot
ton over a period of years is 20 cents-the average price of 
jute is 12 Y2 cents-a duty of 5 cents per pound is equivalent 
to 10 cents per yard, so that this additional price is intended 
to make the price prohibitive against jute. 

That is the whole story about jute and the suggested tariff 
upon it, unjustifiably brought here by the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREADWAY. I yield. 
Mr. McGUGIN. If this tariff goes in on jute will that 

not increase the price of every potato sack in this country?
and potatoes are not protected under this bill. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. It will increase the price. It is 
the intention to increase the price of every sack used for any 
purpose. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Here they are robbLng the potato fa~mer. 
who has no protection. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Whether it is to cover cotton or 
potatoes or onions or any other commodity where sacking 
is used the consumer would pay the additional cost to please 
these cotton-subsidy advocates. There are plenty of uses 
for sackage, and I ask that you allow it to be purchased at 
as low a price as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts has expired. 

All time has expired. 
The question is on the adoption of the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Maine [Mr. SNOW]. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. SNOW) there were-ayes 114, noes 34. 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GLOVER. Mr Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. GLovER: Page 19, line 9, after the word 

"wheat," insert a comma and the word "rice." 

• The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KERR: Page 19, line 9, after the word 

" cotton," insert the word "peanuts." 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: Page 19, line 9, after the 

comma following the word " tobacco," insert the word "butterfat." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amend

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. ANDRESEN: Page 19, after line 19, insert the 

following: 
" (c) During any period for which an adjustment charge is in 

effect with respect to butterfat and for cotton and for hogs there 
shall be levied, assessed, collected, and paid upon the importation 
from any foreign country into the United States of animal, marine, 
and vegetable oils or fats, and upon the oil content of the raw 
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materials from which such oils and fats are extracted, a duty of 
5 cents per pound. Such duty shall be in addition to any other 
duty imposed by law." 

In line 20, strike out "(c)" and insert "(d)"; and in line 25, 
strike out "(d)" and insert "(e)." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
ANDRESEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. ANDRESEN) there were--ayes 104, noes 8. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM .• Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks on this section 18 relating to tariff 
duties, at this point. • 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, under the leave to ex

tend my remarks, I wish to observe that section 18 of this 
bill, H. R. 13991, is distinctly a tariff measure. It provides 
a new customs duty of 5 cents per pound on short-staple 
cotton and jute and a corresponding compensatory duty on 
manufactm·es of such cotton and jute. Further than that, 
it provides for an additional and new duty, equivalent to the 
adjustment charge, upon all importations of goods processed 
or manufactured from commodities which, if domestically 
processed, would be subject to the adjustment charge. 

Whether the warehousing privileges upon importations 
granted by the tariff act of 1930 will be applicable to these 
importations is not clear from the bill as drawn. Particu
larly ,important would be the question whether the privilege 
of withdrawal free of the duties imposed under the pending 
bill would exist in cases where the commodities or goods 
were imported while the adjustment charge is in effect but 
not withdrawn until after the adjustment charge has ceased. 
It is true that section 18 of the pending bill in paragraph 
(c) does provide that the duties imposed by that section shall 
be levied, assessed, collected and paid in the same manner as 
duties imposed by the tariff act of 1930 and shall be treated 
for the purposes of all provisions of law relating to the cus
to.ms revenue as duties imposed by such act; but the ad
ministration of both the pending bill and the tariff act in 
the complicated intermingling of tariff duties and adjust
ment charges will entail great difficulties. 

For instance, customs officers would have to ascertain the 
nature of the process upon which an adjustment charge is 
due as well as the point where the taxable process is com
pleted and also the relative value of the separable com
ponents of the commodity to the total value of the com
modity as processed. It is interesting to inquire also whether 
these new customs duties are to be subject to the flexible 
provisions of the tariff act of 1930 or whether the party in 
power proposes to adhere to its policy in the revenue act 
of 1932, which expressly excepted the customs duties im
posed therein from the flexible provisions. It is unWise, to 
say the least, to inject customs duties into legislation which 
of necessity can not go into all the ramifications of our 
tariff laws. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE III-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 19. As used in this act-
(1) In case of wheat, the term "processing" means the milling 

or other processing (except cleaning and drying) of wheat for 
market. 

(2) In case of cotton, silk, and rayon, the term "processing" 
means the spinning, manufacturing, or other processing (except 
ginning) of cotton, silk, or rayon; and the term "cotton" shall 
not include cotton linters. 

(3) In case of· tobacco, the term "processing" means the manu
facturing or other processing (except drying) of tobacco. 

(4) In case of hogs, the term "processing" means the slaughter 
of hogs for market. 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLovER: Page 20, ln line 7, after 

the word "wheat," insert the words "or rice"; and in line 9, 
after the word "wheat" insert the words "or rice." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. GLOVERl. 

The amendment .was agreed to. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. KERR: Page 20, after line 18, insert the 

following: · 
" ( 5) In the case of peanuts the term ' processing ' means the 

cleaning, polishing, grading, shelling, and crushing, or other 
processing thereof." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KERR]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr . .ANDREsEN: Page 20, line 18, insert a new 

paragraph as follows: 
" ( 5) The term ' butterfat ' as used herein means the amount 

of fat content of milk and products made from milk. In the 
case of 'butterfat' the term 'processing' means the manu
facturing of milk or cream into products, and also all steps taken 
in the handling and sale of milk or cream, as such, after the 
product leaves the farm where produced. Also in case of direct 
sales by a producer to a consumer, all steps in preparing the 
product for market, whether or not taken on the farm where 
produced." 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
gentleman in the case of the marketing of milk where will 
that be deemed to be processed? The farmers sell it to a 
dairy, and that is retailed to the cities. Suppose there is 
nothing done to that milk except bottling it? 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Bottling would be considered processing. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. How about pasteurizing milk? 
Mr. ANDRESEN. The same thing would apply. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESENJ. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HOPE: Section 19, subsection (1) 

the last line, after the word " market," strike out the period and 
insert a comma and add the following: "including custom mllling 
for toll as well as for commercial milling." 

Mr. JONES. I may state to the gentleman I think this 
is already covered, but I have no objection to the amend
ment to make the matter clear. 

Mr. HOPE. Possibly it is covered, but in order to avoid 
the possibility that it is not, I think this amendment should 
be adopted. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. LEA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LEA: Page 20, line 9, at the end of 

subdivision ( 1) , strike out the period, insert a comma, and add 
"but shall not include the grinding or cracking thereof not in 
the form of flour for feed purposes only." 

Mr. JO~'"ES. Mr. Chairman, after talking with other 
members of the committee, I may state I think that might 
come in under another section, but to be certain we will 
agree to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGumN: Page 20, section 19, sub

section ( 4). strike out all of subsection ( 4). same being lines 17 
and 18. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, throughout the con
sideration of this bill the friends of this bill have been 
insisting that there was an obligation upon. anyone who 
opposed this bill to offer a substitute. Considering the de
plorable condition of agriculture there is justifiable logic to 
that position. 

Now, because I am opposed to this bill-unalterably op
posed to it because I think it is a wrong upon the country 
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as a whole and upon agriculture-does not mean that I am 
not in favor of some reasonable legislation that will redound 
to the benefit of agriculture. When we look over the 
various bills which have from time to time been presented 
for the benefit of agriculture, and when we consider a pos
sible emergency bill we know that the debe:qture plan is the 
best that has ever yet been submitted. It applies to every 
product produced that has a duty upon it. It is more equal 
in the distribution of its benefits. It is not complicated in 
its administration. The country is familiar with it. There 
is some chance to pass it. It has already passed the Senate 
once. It has been reported out once by the House Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

When the chairman of the committee presented this bill 
in his opening argument after telling the House about the 
deplorable condition of agriculture he said: "Take this bill 
or offer a better one; take this bill or offer a substitute." 
That is what I am going to do when we finish reading this 
bill. Certainly in view of that fact no member of the 
Committee on Agriculture will invoke the rule that my sub
stitute is out of order and that I can not offer the debenture 
as a substitute. . 

Certainly the Committee on Agriculture will not come in 
here with a rule that will not permit of a substitute and 
then challenge us to offer a substitute and charge every man 
who opposes this bill with being an enemy of agriculture 
unless he presents a substitute. 

When we finish reading this bill I am going to offer the 
debenture amendment that was offered by Senator NoRRIS in 
the Senate. [Applause.] Then we will find out whether 
or not the sponsors of this bill are in good faith when they 
challenge the opponents of this bill to offer a substitute. 

To-day I am glad to take the debenture bill because I 
think it will bring some relief to the farmers that will be 
equal in its distribution. There has not been any objection 
to the debenture bill except the claim that it was a subsidy. 
Well, it is an honest subsidy. It is not a deceitful subsidy, 
and like most things which are honest it does not cost as 
much as the deceitful things. The tax under this bill we 
are now considering is $1,000,000,000. The cost of adminis
tering the debenture has never been estimated by anyone 
to be more than $150,000,000, and as between the two the 
debenture plan stands on higher ground as a matter of 
equality among the farmers, is more equitable to the tax
payers of the country, and does not destroy the distribution 
system of our country. Then, as a matter of general relief 
for agriculture in common with the rest of the country, we 
need monetary reform. I prefer a reduction in the gold 
content of the gold dollar. 

I make these remarks to bring to the attention of the 
House my intention upon the conclusion of the consideration 
of this bill of offering a substitute bill which has been the 
choice of the Grange for years, which has heretofore passed 
the United States Senate, which has heretofore been reported 
out by the House Committee on Agriculture, and which has 
heretofore been accepted by all three of the farm organiza
tions and universally approved by the farm belt. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, when I was a lad my father 

raised some hogs. He had an 80-acre pasture. One year we 
had some pretty bad hogs. It was very difficult to keep them 
in the pen or in the pasture. They would root the gate open 
or somehow would get it open. Now, every time we have 
reached hogs in the bill the gentleman from Kansas has 
come along and tried to open the gate. I think he has 
made his last effort. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 
The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

SEc. 20. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to expend 
tor the payment of a.dm!plstrative expenses under this act not to 

exceed 2Y:! per cent of the annual receipts from adjustment charges 
and taxes under this act. 

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized (subject to the 
limitations provided in subsection (a) with respect to the amounts 
available for the payment of administrative expenses) to transfer 
to the Treasury Department and other agencies of the Federal 
Government, and to any agency of any State or any political sub
division thereof, such sums as are required to pay the additional 
expenses incurred by such agencies in the administration of this 
act. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the section on the ground it is violative of clause 4 
of rule 21 in that it is an appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 20, after line 19, insert 

the following paragraph: 
"SEc. 20. (a) Amounts appropriated for the payment of admin

istrative expenses under this act shall be expended by or under 
the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture, but the amounts to 
be expended for such expenses under this act shall not exceed in 
the aggregate a sum equal to 2Y:! per cent of the total amount to 
be collected in adjustment charges and taxes under this act." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this covers the same propo
sition as the section that has been stricken out on a point of 
order. 

I want to make a short statement as to the effect of this 
proVIsion. The general authorization for appropriations 
under the act is contained in section 26. Administrative 
expenses, of course, will begin at once; and obviously it will 
be necessary when the act is first in effect, and during 
periods when the administrative work is heavy, for the Secre
tary to .exceed, temporarily, 2¥2 per cent of the receipts at 
the particular time; but for the whole time the legislation 
is to operate, the 2¥2 per cent limitation will have been 
observed. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto close in three minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEsL 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: Page 21 , Une 6, after the word 

"act," strike out the period, insert a colon and the following: 
"Provided, That a statement of all transfers of appropnations 
made hereunder shall be included in the annual Budget for the 
fiscal year 1936 and a statement of all transfers of appropriations 
made hereunder up to the time of the submission of the annual 
Budget for the fiscal year 1935, and all contemplated transfers 
during the remainder of the fiscal years 1933 and 1934 shall be 
included in the annual Budget for the fiscal year 1935." 

Mr. JONES. As I understand, the amendment follows the 
language of the other act? 

Mr. GOSS. This is exactly the lallc,ouage of section 317 of 
the economy act. 

Mr. JONES. I have no objection to the amendment. 
Mr. CIITNDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 

to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago the committee, amid 

considerable confusion, adopted an amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN] which pro
vides a duty of 5 cents per pound on animal, marine, and. 
vegetable oils or fats and upon the oil content of the raw 
materials from which such oils and fats are extracted. 

This is a subject that has been before the Ways and 
Means Committee and has been the subject of a great deal 
of debate. 

I call attention to the fact that this amendment makes 
this provision applicable to the Philippine Islands, so that 
at one fell swoop we have destroyed our entire relationship 
with the Philippine Islands with reference to their com
merce with us, a subject which has recently engaged the 
attention of this House and will probably engage our atten
tion very soon again. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. If the gentleman will read the amend

ment, he will find that it only covers :such imports from 
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foreign countries; and I do not believe the Philippine 
Islands are a foreign country. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The effect of section 18 is that every
thing in it in relation to duties will apply to the Philippine 
Islands and that this possession is considered as a foreign 
country with reference to the duties therein provided. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Imports from the Philippine Islands 
will be permitted under the amendment that has been 
adopted. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think not, because paragraph (d) 
of section 18 is applicable. I will read it: 

As used in this section the term "United States" means the 
United States and its possessions, except the Philippine Islands, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the island of Guam. 

The Philippine Islands are, therefore, not considered as 
within the term "United States" and, not being domestic, 
must be foreign territory, for the purposes of the section, 
of which the amendment of the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. ANDRESEN] was made a part. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I may say that the amend
ment first included the Philippine Islands, and I insisted 
that that be taken out in order to avoid any question 
about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. GossJ. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

REGULATIONS 

SEC. 21. The Secretary of the Treasury and the . Secretary of 
Agriculture are authorized to prescribe such regulations as may be 
necessary to the efficient administration of the functions vested 
in them, respectively, by this act, including regulations by the 
Secretary of Agriculture as to proof which the Secretary will deem 
satisfactory as a basts for issuing adjustment certificates. Copies 
of regulations under this act shall be published and distributed 
without cost to producers and other interested persons. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I offer the 
following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Add at the end of section 21 the following: "Provided, That in 

order to prevent duplication and confusion the Secretary of Agri
culture is hereby given complete jurisdiction over the Govern
ment regulation relating to commodities named in this act and 
no regulation relating to such commodity shall be made by any 
department, independent establishment, bureau, or commission of 
the Government until the same shall be first approved by him." 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, in order 
that the House may have information as to what the 
amendment seeks to do, I will say that the purpose of the 
act is to provide protection for certain kinds of commodi
ties that are to be produced in the future. 

At the present time, if I am correctly informed, there is 
another agency of the Government that has on hand ap
proximately 400,000 bales of cotton, and several million 
bushels of wheat. If this is true, there might be some con
fusion if the Secretary of Agriculture was not given com
plete jurisdiction over all matters relating to the marketing 
of the different commodities. 

I have in mind the further thought that there is in ex
istence a considerable set-up that has not functioned in the 
way that is satisfactory to the agricultural industry. I 
have in mind the fact that those who are now clothed with 
a certain amount of power might issue certain kinds of 
regulations which might be embarrassing to those who will 
be charged with the jurisdiction provided for in this act. 

Therefore, if it is the intention of the Members of this 
House to have complete jurisdiction over the various com
modities located in the Secretary of Agriculture that are 
provided for in this act, then surely no one could object 
to an amendment of this kind which will clarify it to the 
extent that there can be no disagreement as to power. 

Everyone realizes that this agency has been responsible 
for the buying and selling future contracts on cotton and 
wheat amounting to millions of dollars. The greater por
tion of such money invested in this manner has been lost, and 
the taxpayers are now holding the sack. This agency could, 
if it so desired, again engage in this practice, thus bringing 
about unnatural infiuences on the markets that affect cer-

tain commodities contained in this legislation. Therefore, 
unless the chairman of the committee feels that the wording 
of this bill is sufficient to protect the jurisdiction given to 
the Secretary of Agriculture, I am hoping he will not offer 
any objections to the amendment. 

Mr. BANKHE,AD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. BANKHEAD. As I understand the purpose of the 

gentleman's amendment, as he has explained it, although 
he did not call any names-the purpose of the amendment 
is to provide that the Federal Farm Board shall not exercise 
any of its existing powers if they come under the provisions 
of the bill. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. The gentleman has stated 
it correctly. I hope the chairman will be sufficiently 
friendly to let the amendment go in, so that we will not be 
confronted in the future with any kind of situation that 
might be embarrassing. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I am in hearty sympathy 
with the position stated by the gentleman from Oklahoma, 
but it is very clear in the bill that the Secretary of Agricul
ture is charged with the full duty, has full responsibility to 
make all regulations. The very purpose which he stated is 
covered by the present terms of the bill. So there ·is no use 
of any additional provision, when it is just as clear as the 
English language can make it that the Secretary of Agri
culture has full power and responsibility to make all the 
regulations. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Does the gentleman real
ize that the Farm Board may have some money left on hand, 
probably a sufficient amount to bring about certain condi
tions that may be embarrassing? 

Mr. JONES. They do not have anything to do with it. 
They are not mentioned; and the committee studiously 
avoided going into the subject of the Farm Board, so that 
that might be handled as a separate matter. We do not 
want to mix the two together. Under the terms of this bill 
there is nothing that the Farm Board would have to do 
with it, and I do not want them to have anything to do 
with the bill. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. The distinguished gentle
man will realize I am in full accord with him; but this does 
not refer to the Farm Board, but makes it doubly sure that 
the Secretary of Agriculture will have complete and final 
jurisdiction over these commodities. 

Mr. JONES. I do not think there is any question about 
the terms of the bill. If we find there is any question about 
it, I assure the gentleman that we will put such a provision 
into the bill. 

Mr. NELSON of Missouri. My colleague says that he is 
in full accord with the purpose of the gentleman's amend
ment. Why does he object to putting it in? 

Mr. JONES. Oh, we have a revenue act, but I would not 
want to tack it on to this. We do not want everything that 
is good put in this bill. I am in thorough accord with the 
gentleman, but there is no need for putting it into this bill. 
As the gentleman knows, I did not vote for the marketing 
act. Let us not load the bill down with extraneous matters. 

I move that all debate upon this section now close. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 
The amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

CLASSIFICATION AND TYPES OF COMMODITIES 

SEc. 22. Whenever any agricultural commodity has regional or 
market classifications or types which the Secretary of Agriculture 
finds are so different from each other in use or marketing methods 

·as at any time to require their treatment as separate commodi
ties under this act the Secretary may determine upon and desig
nate one or more such classifications or types for such treatment. 
Such classification or type shall, so long as such determination 
remains in effect, be treated as a separate commodity under this 
act in accordance with regulations to be prescribed jointly by the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend
ment, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 
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The Clerk read as follows:· 
Amendment offered by Mr. JoNES: Page 21, line 19, strike out 

,. or types" and insert a comma and "types or grades"; page 21, 
line 21 after "use" insert a comma and the word "grade" and 
a. co~a; page 21: line 24, strike out " or ~es " and in~ert a 
comma and the following: " Types or grades : page 22, lm~ 1, 
strike out " or types " and insert a comma and the followmg: 
" Type or grade." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that is simply corrective. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

this section and all amendments thereto do now close. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

INFORMATION TO BE MADE PUBLIC 

SEc. 23. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, when any 
r~justment charge, or increase or decrease therein, take~ effect in 
1espect of a commodity, to make public such informatiOn as he 
'teems advisable regarding ( 1) the relationship between the adj~st
ment charge and the price paid to producers of the commodity, 
(2) the effect of the adjustment charge upon prices to consumers 
of products of the commodity, (3) the relationship, in previous 
periods between prices to producers of the commodity and prices 
to con~umers of the products thereof, and (4) the situation _in 
foreign countries relating to prices to producers of the commodity 
and prices to consumers of the products thereof. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to · the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. LAGUARDIA: Page 22, strike out, beginning 

•with line 7, down through the word "advisable" in line 10, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 23. When any adjustment charge, or increase or decrease 
therein, takes effect in respect of a commodity, the Sec~etary of 
~griculture in order to prevent pyramiding of the adJustment 
charge and' profiteering in the sale of products. derived from the 
commodity, shall make public such informatiOn as he deems 
necessary." 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, this is simply for the 
purpose of clarity. The bill now reads that the Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized when any adjustment charge, or 
increase or decrease therein, takes effect in respect of a 
commodity, to make public such information as he deems 
advisable. I change that language in order to indicate the 
information necessary, so that we may be informed of every 
detail of the wholesale price, the world market, and the 
adjustment charge. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is not the effect of the gentleman's 
amendment rather restrictive, limiting it only to publication 
where there is attempted pyramiding? I think the phrase
ology in the bill is more general than the proposed amend
ment. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The purpose of this is to give all the 
information to the public. We want that kind of informa
tion so that we may know whether there is pyramiding of 
the prices or not, whether anyone is taking undue advantage 
of the adjustment charges for the purpose of profiteering; 
for instance, after the tax ceases to be applicable, whether 
they continue with these prices. That is the kind of infor
mation that would be useful. I am simply indicating the 
nature of the information and in no way restricting it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I think the gentleman's amendment 
should be offered supplementary to the language rather than 
as a substitute for it. The language of the gentleman's 
amendment seeks to merely provide for information when 
there is pyramiding. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, no. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes. The language of the section 

as it is written provides for general information. The gen
tleman's amendment strikes out, beginning with line 7 down 
through the word advisable in line 10, and substitutes lan
guage that provides only for pyramiding. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am sure the purpose of this informa
tion is to do that. We do not want any other kind of infor-
mation. What we want is information to know whether 
there is pyramiding or profiteering on these commodities. 

That is the instruction which we give to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

LXXVI-107 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is much 

difference in the wording of the two paragraphs. The gen
tleman's amendment may clarify it, and I have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PERSONNEL 

SEC. 24. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the 
Treasury may each appoint such experts and, in accordance with 
the classification act of 1923 and all acts amendatory thereof, 
and subject to the civil service laws, such officers and employees 
as are necessary to execute the functions vested in them, respec
tively, under this act. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma: Page 22, in line 

25, after the word "act," insert "provided that no salary in excess 
of $7,500 shall be paid to additional employees necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this act." 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that 
amendment. 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify the amendment by inserting 
after " $7,500 " the words " per annum." 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is offered for the purpose 
of preventing a similar occurrence to that which took place 
after the so-called Farm Board act was enacted into a law. 
No Member of Congress ever dreamed that the adminis
tration of the so-called Farm Board act would fall into the 
hands of a set of individuals who had no respect for the 
taxpayers, and such individuals immediately made it pos
sible for certain employees in connection with the Farm 
Board or its subsidiaries to receive salaries and commis
sions amounting to as much as $75,000 per annum. This 
policy has met the condemnation of practically every 
person interested in the subject of agriculture, and in my 
opinion has had more to do with causing the Farm Board 
to be in bad repute than anything else. 

I am thoroughly convinced that a maximum salary of 
$7,500 per annum is sufficient to employ all the expert help 
that will be needed to administer this act; anyhow, I dare 
say that at least 75 per cent of the entire citizenship of this 
Nation are making less than this sum, and this maximum 
will be sufficient to cause the act to be taken care of in a 
proper way. Therefore, I am hoping that the amendment 
will be accepted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McC.LINTicl. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

PENALTIES 

SEc. 25. (a) Any person who makes any false statement for the 
purpose of fraudulently procuring, or shall attempt in any man
ner fraudulently to procure, the issuance or redemption of any 
adjustment certificate, whether for the benefit of such person or 
any other person, shall upon conviction be fined not more than 
$2,000 or imprisonment not more than one year, or both. 

{b) Adjustment certificates issued under authority of this act 
shall be obligations of the United States within the definition in 
section 147 of the act entitled "An act to codify, revise, and 
amend the penal laws of the United States," approved March 4, 
1909, as amended. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word to ask the chairman of the committee a question. 
My question does not apply to the section just read, but 
to the general construction of this bill. The question has 
been asked time and time again in private conversations in 
the cloak rooms and elsewhere as to whether the allotment 
in connection with any of the crops for which there must 
be a reduction in acreage, goes to the individual producer 
of the past as an individual. or whether the allotment fol
lows the land. 
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My understanding has been throughout that it is the in-

tent that the allotment or reduction really runs with the 
. land, so that if a man buys a piece of land he has the 
privilege of producing the amount that that land produced 
in former years, subject, of course, to cutting in the propor
tion required, and then obtain the certificate. Crops and 
animals like hogs and cows are produced on the farms as 
such. Is that the theory of the Committee on Agriculture 
with reference to the matter? 

Mr. JONES. Provision is made for that, in that the 
Secretary may take those things into consideration in 
allotting the matter, but that will be handled practically 
as the gentleman says. That is, the same result will be 
accomplished. 

Mr. BURTNESS. So that that result is accomplished? 
I am glad to have that legislative construction of the lan
guage of the bill, for I think the bill is slightly ambiguous 
in respect to that. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the word "imprisonment" in line 7, page 23, be cor
rected to read " imprisoned." 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be changed 
accordingly. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

APPLICATION OF ACT 
SEc. 27. The provisions of this act, except section 18, shall be 

applicable to the United States and its possessions, except the 
Philippine Islands, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the 
island of Guam. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word to ask the chairman of the committee whether 
there is not some incongruity and contradiction with refer· 
ence to this section? It provides that-

The provisions of this act, except section 18, shall be applicable 
to the United States and its possessions, except the Philippine 
Islands, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Island of 
Guam. 

Section 18 itself provides that-
As used in this section, the term "United States" means the 

United States and its possessions, except the Philippine Islands, 
the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Island of Guam. 

Mr. JONES. That is the reason it is excepted here, be· 
cause it is taken care of in section 18. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Then that is only for the purpose of 
clarification? 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 
Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to make a prefer· 

ential motion. I move that the committee do now rise and 
report the bill back to the House with the recommendation 
that further consideration be postponed until next Thursday, 
January 19. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that motion is not in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. SHANNON moves that the committee do now rJse and report 

the bill back to the House with the recommendation that further 
consideration be postponed until next Thursday, January 19. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that motion is out of order at this time and not 
germane at this point. 

Mr. SHANNON. Mr. Chau·man, the rules provide for it. 
If the House will permit, I should like to give my reason for 
offering that motion. I have sat here for two or three days 
during this debate and listened to both sides. . On the Re· 
publican side they say it will be met with presidential veto. 
On the Democratic side they say it will never see daylight 
in the Senate and that the Senate will correct all ills. I 
have read the hearings in addition to listening to all the 
debates; and if there is any Member in this House who un
derstands all that there is in this bill, I do not know who 
he is. 

The Committee on Agriculture reported its bill on Jan· 
uary 3. On January 5 a committee print, containing com
mittee amendments, showed some 27 radical changes in the 

bill. In addition, this House has adopted amendments ga· 
lore. I understand one Member of the minority has offered 
and caused to be adopted 49 amendments within the last 
three days. Hence my desire for the bill to lie over so that 
the Members might become acquainted with its provisions. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman must confine himself 
to the point of order. 

Mr. SHANNON. In answer to the point of order raised by 
the gentleman from Texas, the rules amply provide for this 
committee to rise at any time in a proceeding of this kind. 
There is no more reason why we could not rise at this mo· 
ment than when we filll.sh the next paragraph. Hence I 
say my motion is in order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair can not find the rule re· 
ferred to. The Chair therefore sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
EXTENSION OF ACT 

SEc. 28. Prior to the commencement of the planting o:t wheat, 
cotton, and tobacco, respectively, for production during the cal
endar year 1934 and prior to the commencement of the period for 
breeding hogs which normally will be sold during such year, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall investigate and report to the Presi
dent whether the inequalities between the prices for any such 
commodity and other commodities have been or are likely to be 
corrected without extending the provisions of this act. If the 
President determines that it is necessary to place the provisions 
of this act in operation 1n order to correct any such inequality 
with respect to wheat, cotton, tobacco, or hogs, he shall thereupon 
issue a proclamation setting forth such determination. Upon the 
issuance of any such proclamation with respect to any commodity 
the provisions of this act shall be in operation for an additional 
year·with respect to the commodity covered by the proclamation. 

Mr. GLOVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLOVER: On page 23, line 29, after 

the word" wheat," insert a comma and the word "rice"; on page 
24, line 10, after the word "wheat," insert a comma and the word 
"rice." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KERR: On page 23, line 25, after the 

word "cotton," insert the word "peanuts"; and on page 24, line 
10, after the word "cotton," insert a comma and the word 
"peanuts." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDRESEN: On page 24, line 3, after 

the comma, insert the following: " and prior to the 1934-35 mar
keting year for butterfat;" and in line 10, after the word "to
bacco," insert a comma and the word "butterfat." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to delay 

the consideration of this bill at this late hour, but I do want 
to state my position before the House and for the RECORD. 

When this Republic was founded farmers constituted more 
than nine-tenths of the total population. While we are 
now regarded as an industrial country, we are also distinctly 
agricultural. More people are engaged in agriculture in the 
United States to-day than in any other one pursuit. 

For more than a hundred years of our .history as a Repub
lic agriculture furnished the basis of our material pros
perity. During the Napoleonic wars the exports of Ameri
can farm products brought to the United States the accumu
lation of wealth which made possible the first real growth 
of our cities, the occupation of all the good land east of the 
Appalachian Mountains, the migrations beyond the moun
tains into the Louisiana Purchase, the building of turnpikes, 
the construction of canals, and the use of steamboats on our 
rivers. 

Export of and good prices for farm products were followed 
by other and shorter eras of material expansion and the 
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rapid accumulation of wealth. It was a continuous surplus 
of farm products for export that brought from Europe the 
capital necessary to the construction of our railroads. The 
Civil War was won by the North, in large part, by reason of 
an unprecedented demand for American wheat in Europe. 
It was the sale of wheat-much of it from the new lands of 
illinois and the Northwest frontier-that bolstered the credit 
of the Union and enable, the Federal Government to raise 
and equip the forces necessary to overpower the southern 
armies. The sickening depression of the seventies came 
with overexpansion of railroads and a saturnalia of specu
lation and gambling comparable to the recklessness of finan
cial operations four or five years ago. The panic of 1873 
was followed by six long years of heart-breaking depression. 
Again it was the export of American farm products to meet 
an unexpected foreign demand that pulled our country out 
of the hard times of the seventies and ushered in 15 years 
of extraordinary commercial and industrial activity and 
expansion. 

Overconfidence, overextension of credit, overborrowing, 
overdiscounting the future, brought another panic in 1893. 
As in the late twenties of the nineteenth century, as in 1837, 
as in 1873, the farmer again in 1893 found his products sell
ing for less than expenses of bringing them to market. 
While the railroads and banks were going through receiver
ships, were being reorganized, were falling into the hands of 
the shrewd and crafty, the farmer was patiently fighting to 
meet interest installments and to save his home from fore
closure. Again, in the late nineties the export of farm prod
ucts at reasonable prices brought prosperity to the farmer, 
restored purchasing power to the agriculturist group, set 
American factories to work to furnish the farm population 
'With their needs, and once more prosperity was brought to 
our country through the export of raw materials from our 
it arms. 

When the World War broke there was such an extraordi
nary demand for American· manufactured products in the 
form of munitions and the instrumentalities of making war 
that the important contribution of the farmer was some
what lost sight of. During the price fixing incident to the 
war farm prices were held down, the farmers believed, below 
the relative scale of prices for manufactured products. 
After the close of the war the foreign demand for American 
products fell back to normal. In fact, it became less than 
normal by reason of a lack of purchasing power abroad and 
the utilization of such purchasing power as there was to 
obtain finished goods, particularly machinery and the instru
mentalities for production. 

Certain political and financial leaders in this country de
cided that the abnormal demand for American manufac
tured goods, incident to the war, could be replaced by a 
pe1·manent demand abroad. For 10 years the financial or
ganization of this country was directed with a view to build
ina foreign markets for surplus American manufactured 
goc1ds. The market for farm products was, in the mean
tirne, neglected. The plight of the farmer became worse 
fram year to year. Though his purchasing power was falling 
frc•m one year to the next, the prices of products such as 
fal m machinery were advancing. These advances were 
made possible by the increase in tariff rates during the 
Harding and Hoover administrations. While the farmer's 
purchasing power was falling and his expenses were in
creasing, American factories were being expanded under the 
belief that a foreign market for American manufactured 
goods had been developed. This foreign market was created 
temporarily through lending American money to foreign 
buyers. The day finally came when there was no more 
money to lend, when it was obvious that the foreigners could 
not repay what they had borrowed, either because they had 
been persuaded to borrow too much, or because our tariff 
had kept out their means of payment. The American in
dustrialist, in this mad scramble under a misguided political 
leadership, had taken the domestic market for granted. 

While he was pursuing the mirage of a foreign market 
the policy designed to furnish such a market was contribut
ing to the destruction of his domestic market. While As-

sistant Secretaries of Commerce and propagandists of cham
bers of commerce were chortling over the radio about 
permanent prosperity the American farmer was beipg re
duced to absolute financial ruin. By the time that the 
manufacturers realized that the political financiers in con
trol at Washington had misled them as to the possibilities 
of foreign markets they discovered that the purchasing 
power of the American farmer was gone, and with the dis
appearance of that purchasing power the domestic market 
had collapsed. With no more orders from abroad, with 
salesmen returning from American merchants with the re
port that goods were accumulating on the shelves of the 
stores, with inventories that would not move piling up, the 
American manufacturer was compelled to slow down, if not 
close down. When factories were closed or operated merely 
part time and millions of people were laid off, when . the 
accustomed purchasing power of the city worker was cur
tailed, the paralysis of the domestic market was complete. 
With that paralysis goods ceased to :flow in accustomed 
quantity, the railroads found themselves unable to earn 
interest charges, and even savings banks and insurance com
panies, dealing in what they believed to be prime securities, 
began to have forebodings that there would come to their 
institutions the same distress the American farmer had 
known for a decade. 

During the wild orgy of speculation, increased and fo
mented by the Harding-Coolidge-Hoover regime, practically 
everything in the United States of substantial value was 
mortgaged. The farmer had to mortgage his real estate to 
pay his taxes and to meet running expenses. The manu
facturer mortgaged his plant to get new machinery to make 
more goods to sell abroad. The savings of the people were 
diverted by commission-hungry bankers to foreign bonds and 
to debentures of all kinds. All in all, a bonded indebtedness 
of more than $200,000,000,000 was piled up. Conservative 
institutions came under the control of reckless speculators 
and bonds were :floated and purchased which never should 
have been issued. The portfolios of banks were filled with 
dubious securities. Trust funds were used to purchase paper 
which any prudent banker knew to be speculative. With 
the collapse, it is obvious that mariy of the bonded debts can 
never be paid. As a result, there are all sorts of efforts to 
·persuade the Federal Government to protect certain groups 
of bondholders. Much of the so-called relief of the Hoover 
administration has been merely to make good certain classes 
of securities. It is true that many of these security owners 
were innocent people. They have been led to purchase 
worthless paper because commission-hungry bankers have 
foisted it on a gullible public. 

These bankers, in some instances, have loaned money on 
the paper they peddled. They are crying to the taxpayers 
to step in and make good their own mistakes of judgment or 
irresponsible recklessness. Many proposals to help the 
farmer, when analyzed, are merely to have the taxpayers 
guarantee the payment of farm mortgages. Now the Amer
ican farmer will pay his debts if you give him a chance. 
Taking his land away from him will do him or nobody else 
any good. Our factories can not again become active, the 
unemployed can not go back to work in mine, in mill, in 
shop until the American farmer is again in a position to buy 
and pay for what he needs. He can not buy a plow for $75 
which a few years ago was selling for $30, on 10-cent oats 
and 5-cent cotton. On 40-cent wheat he can not buy a 
reaper at two or three hundred dollars which was selling 
for one-half or two-thirds that amount a few years ago. He 
can not pay a mortgage placed on his land during war 
times, when a grown cow will bring only ten or fifteen 
dollars. 

The farmer must have some real relief. His prosperity 
must be restored before prosperity will come to the rest of 
the country. We talk about forgiving foreign debts to Eu
ropean countries. That money was borrowed by :floating 
Liberty bonds. These bonds will have to be paid. If Eu
ropean debtors do not repay the money, the American tax
payers will have to pay it. What about the $10,000,000,000, 
more or less, of farm mortgages? Are we going to ask the 
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American taxpayer to assume these? There would be mote 
reason and justice in that proposition than in some that are 
being made to the Congress. 

What we need to do is: First, to relieve the farmer of the 
burden of taxes. Let the States exempt his home from 
taxes, at least up to a reasonable amount. Taxes of all 
kinds must be cut to the bone. It should be the first con
sideration of those charged with the responsibility of gov
ernment, national, State, county, and town, to see that every 
activity not absolutely necessary is abolished and every nec
essary one run at the lowest cost possible. 

Since it is obvious that this $200,000,000,000 indebtedness 
on the wealth of this country can not be paid, let us amend 
our bankruptcy laws so as to have equitable composition of 
these debts and let us scale the debts of the farmers along 
with the debts of industrialists. It is unthinkable to try to 
collect $10,000,000,000 from American farmers and at the 
same time to change the form of obligations of corporations 
from bonds to stocks, thereby relieving them of further peril 
of foreclosures. Now, this last must be done on a grand scale 
in this country, but while we are about it we must be fair 
to the farmer and bring his indebtedness to the bounds of 
what is reasonable and what is right under the existing 
circumstances. Second, the interest rate on farm mortgages 
must be reduced, and the way to avoid foreclosures for the 
nonpayment of interest in times such as these must be 
found. Third, through friendly negotiations with the peo
ple of other countries, the demand for our farm products 
must be stimulated. 

This Government has never given the farmer very much 
consideration. Tariffs have been levied and have been 
raised higher and higher in the interest of manufacturers. 
The farmer has been told that these high tariffs would help 
him by creating a home market for his products, but so far 
as the Government is concerned, the farmer has had to sell 
in a competitive market, while most of the things he has 
bought have been in a protected market. The Federal Gov
ernment has aided the railroads with prodigious grants of 
the public domain and by lending its own credit. It has 
given subventions to shipping interests and, from time to 
time, has aided industry and commerce. It has helped the 
banker and the money lender. If the Federal Government 
is going to be so active in the interest of certain businesses,· 
it should, in the interest of restoration of general prosperity, 
give intelligent assistance toward the rehabilitation of agri
culture. If for a period of years, the market for American 
farm products is to be limited to the United States, then 
some way must be found by which the farmer would be paid 
at least the cost of production of that portion of his prod· 
ucts which are purchased and consumed in this country. 

I support the pending bill because I believe it will be help· 
ful to American agriculture. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. McGucrN: I move that everything 

after the enacting clause be stricken out and that the following 
be substituted therefor: · 

EXPORT DEBENTURES 

(a) Whenever the board provided for in the agricultural mar
keting act approved June 15, 1929, finds it advisable, in order to 
carry out the policy declared in section 1 of said agricultural 
marketing act, with respect to any agricultural commodity, to 
issue export debentures with respect to such commodity, said 
board shall gl ve notice of such finding to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. Upon the receipt of such notice it shall be the duty of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, commencing and terminating at 
such time as the board shall prescribe, to issue export debentures 
to any farmer, cooperative association, stabilization corporation, 
or other person with respect to such quantity of the commodity 
or any manufactured food product thereof or any product manu
factured from cotton or tobacco, if the cotton or tobacco out of 
which it is manufactured if exported in the raw material would 
have been entitled to receive a debenture therefor, as such person 
may from time to time export from the United States to any 
foreign country. The export debenture shall be in an amount to 
be computed under the direction of the Secretary of the Treas-

ury, in accordance with such regulations- as he may · prescribe, at 
the debenture rate for the commodity or product that is in effect 
at the time of exportation. Any such computation shall be final. 

(b) In order to procure the issuance of an export debenture, 
the farmer, cooperative association, stabilization corporation, or 
other person shall, in accordance with such regulations as the 
Secretary of the Treasury _ may prescribe, make application for 
such debenture and submit satisfactory proofs either (1) that 
the commodity to be exported was produced in the United States 
and has not previously been exported therefrom, or (2) that the 
commodity used in making the manufactured food product or any 
product manufactured from cotton or tobacco if the cotton or 
tobacco out of which it is manufactured if exported in the raw 
material would have been entitled to receive a debenture therefor, 
to be exported was produced in the United States and the agri
cultural commodity and the manufactured food product or any 
product manufactured from cotton or tobacco if the cotton or 
tobacco out of which it is manufactured if exported in the raw 
material would have been entitled to receive a debenture therefor, 
have not previously been exported therefrom. 

(c) An export debenture, when presented by the bearer thereof 
within one year from the date of issuance, shall be receivable at 
its face value by any collector of customs, or deputy collector of 
cust~ms. or other person authorized by law or by regulation of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to perform the duties of collector 
of customs, in payment of duties collectible against articles im
ported by the bearer. Title to any export debenture shall be 
transferable by delivery. In order to prevent any undue specu
lation in the handling of such export debentures, the Secretary 
of the Treasury is authorized and directed, under such rules and 
regulations as he may prescribe, to provide for the redemption 
of such export debentures from any money in the Treasury derived 
from the payment of duties collectible against articles imported 
into the United States at a rate of not less than 98 per cent of the 
face value of such export debentures. 

(d) Debenture rates in effect at any time with respect to any 
agricultural commodity shall be one-half the rate of duty in effect 
at such time with respect to imports of such commodity, except 
that so long as no import duty is imposed on cotton the debenture 
rate thereon shall be 2 cents per pound. The debenture rate in 
effect at any time with respect to any manufactured food product 
of any agri~ultural commodity or any product manufactured from 
cotton or tobacco if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is manu
factured if exported in the raw material would have been entitled 
to receive a debenture therefor, shall be an amount sufficient, as 
nearly as may be, to equal the debenture that would be issuable 
upon the exportation of the quantity of the agricultural com
modity consumed in the manufacture of the exported manufac
tured food product, or any product manufactured from cotton 
or tobacco if the cotton or tobacco out of which it is manufac
tured if exported in the raw material would have been entitled 
to receive a debenture therefor, as prescribed and promulgated 
from time to time by said board. . 

(e) Regulations requiring that metal tags or other appropriate 
markings be placed on all bales of cotton produced in foreign 
countries and allowed transit through the United States for ex
portation, may be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Every person who violates any such regulation of said board shall 
be liable to a civil penalty of $100 for each such offense. Such 
penalty may be recovered in a civil suit brought by said board in 
the name of the United States. 

(f) The Secretary of the Treasury shall prepare and issue all. 
export debentures. Export debentures issued under authority of 
this act shall be obligations of the United States within the 
definition in section 147 of the act entitled "An act to codify, 
revise, and amend the penal lAws of the United States," approved 
March 4, 1909, as amended (U. S. C., title 18, sec. 261). 

(g) Any person who shall make any false statement for the 
purpose of fraudulently procuring, or shall attempt in any man
ner fraudulently to procure, the issuance or acceptance of any 
export debenture, whether for the benefit of such person or of 
any other person, shall be fined not more than $2,000 or im
prisoned not more than one year, or both. 

(h) In order to prevent undue stimulation in the production 
of any debenturable agricultural commodity, whenever said board 
finds that the production of any debenturable agricultural com
modity during any crop year has exceeded the average annual 
production of such debenturable agricultural commodity for the 
preceding five years said board shall by proclamation prescribe 
that during the next succeeding year the export debenture rates 
for such commodity shall be reduced by the percentage herein
after fixed. Such reductions shall become effective on the date 
fixed in such proclamation, not less than 60 days from the date 
of the issuance thereof, and shall remain in effect throughout 
such succeeding crop year. The term "crop year," as used in 
this section means a 12 months' period beginning at e. time 
designated by said board. 

Reductions in debenture rates under this section shall be made 
in accordance with the following percentages: 

( 1) For an increase in production of less than 20 per cent, 
there shall be no reduction. 

(2) For an increase in production of 20 per cent but less than 
40 per cent, there shall be a reduction of 20 per cent. 

(3) For an increase in production of 40 per cent but less than 
60 per cent, there shall be a reduction of 50 per cent. 
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(4) For an increase in production of 60 per cent but less than 

90 per cent, there shall be a reduction of 75 per cent. 
( 5) For an increase in production of 90 per cent or . more, 

there shall be a reduction of 99 per cent. 

Mr. JONES (interrupting the reading of the amendlnent). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent-! think the gen
tleman from Kansas will agree to this--that the amend
ment be not read. We all know what it is. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to 
the amendment not being read. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as read. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

that the amendment is not germane to the bill. 
Mr. McGUGIN. If the gentleman insists upon his point 

of order, how can he justify the challenge in his opening 
statement that those who opposed the bill offer a substitute 
for it? 

Mr. JONES. The gentleman should come in with his 
suggestions in the regular way. 

Mr. Chairman. I insist upon the point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. This question has been fully passed 

upon by prior decisions. One of the best opinions of this 
kind was made by a very .able parliamentarian, the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. MAPEs], when he was presiding 
during the consideration of a farm relief bill. 

The amendment is not germane in any respect. There
fore the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that permission be given to have the se~tion numbers cor
rected and the necessary clerical changes made to make 
the bill harmonious with the amendments that have been 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con

sent to extend my remarks in the RECORD at this point. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Michigan? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, in view of repeated as

sertions by majority Members that President-elect Roosevelt 
did not give his indorsement to this legislation, I submit here
with an extract from his campaign speech at Cincinnati in 
September, 1932: 

First, the plan must provide for the producer of staple surplus 
commodities such as wb.eat, cotton, corn (in the form of hogs), 
and tobacco a tariff benefit over world prices which is equivalent 
to the ben~fit given by the tariff to industrial products. This 
differential benefit must be so applied that the increase in farm 
income, purchasing, and debt-paying power will not sti.mu\ate 
further production. The plan must finance itself. Agriculture 
has at no time sought and does not now seek any further access 
to the Public Treasury, as was provided by the futile and costly 
attempts at price stabilization by the Federal Farm Board. It 
seeks only equality of opportunity with tariff-protected industry. 
It must not make use of any mechanism which would cause our 
European customers to retaliate on the ground of dumping. It 
must be based upon making the tariff effective and direct 1n its 
operation. It must make use of existing agencies and so far as 
possible be decentralized in its administration so that the chief 
responsibility for its operation will rest with the locality rather 
than with newly created bureaucratic machinery in Washington. 
It must operate as nearly as possible on a cooperative basis and 
its effect must be to enhance and strengthen the cooperative move
ment. It should, moreover, be constituted so that it can be with
drawn whenever the emergency has passed and normal foreign 
markets have been reestablished. 

It will be noted that with the single exception of using the 
parity price instead of the tariff in determining fair ex
change value, the bill follows Mr. Roosevelt's statement so 
closely as to have no doubt of his support. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule the committee rises. 
Accordip.gly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. WARREN, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
the committee having had under consideration the bill 

CH. R. 13991) to aid agriculture and relieve the existing 
national economic emergency, had directed him to report 
the same back to the House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the previous question is 
ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them in gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 

and was read the third time. 
Mr. BEAM. Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. For. what purpose does the gentleman 

from lllinois rise? 
Mr. BEAM. Mr. Speaker, I have a motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER. Is there any member of the committee 

on the minority side who desires to submit a motion to 
recommit? If not, the Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from lllinois. 

The Clerk will report the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. BEAM moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 

Agriculture. 

The 'motion to recommit was rejected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 

bill. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 

and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were-yeas 204, nays 

151, answered "present" 2, not voting, 69, as follows: 

Allgood 
Almon 
Amlie 
Andresen 
Arentz 
Arnold 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barton 
Biddle 
Black 
Blanton 
Bloom 
Boileau 
Boland 
Boylan 
Brand, Ohio 
Briggs 
Browning 
Buchanan 
Burch 
Burtness 
Campbell, Iowa 
Cannon 
Carden 
Carley 
Cartwright 
Cary 
Castellow 
Celler 
Chapman 
Chavez 
Christgau 
Christopherson 
Clague 
Clark, N.C. 
Collier 
Collins 
Colton 
Cooper, Tenn. 
Cox 
Cross 
Crowe 
Crump 
Culkin 
Cullen 
Davis, Tenn. 
Delaney 
DeRouen 
Dickinson 
Dickstein · 

Adkins 
Aldrich 
Andrews, N Y. 
Auf der Heide 
Ayres 

[Roll No. 139] 

YEAS-204 
Dies Jones 
Dominick Kading 
Doutrich Keller 
Dowell Kemp 
Doxey Kerr 
Drane Ketcham 
Drewry Kinzer 
Driver Kleberg 
Ellzey Kniffin 
Eslick Knutson 
Ffesinger Kopp 
Flannagan Kurtz 
Flood Kvale 
Frear LaGuardia 
French Lambertson 
Fuller Lambeth 
Fulmer Lankford, Va. 
Gambrill Larrabee 
Garber Larsen 
Gasque Lea 
Gavagan Leavitt 
Gilbert Lewis 
Gilchrist Lichtenwal!ler 
Gillen Lindsay 
Glover Lonergan 
Goldsborough Loofbourow 
Green Lovette 
Greenwood Lozier 
Gregory McClintic, Okla. 
Griswold McDuffie 
Guyer McFadden 
Hall, lll. McKeown 
Hall, N.Dak. McReynolds 
Hancock, N.C. Maas 
Hare Major 
Hastings Manlove 
Haugen Mansfield 
Hill, Ala. Martin, Oreg. 
Hill, Wash. May 
Hoch Michener 
Hogg, Ind. Milligan 
Hope Mitchell 
Howard Mobley 
Hull, William E. Montet 
Jacobsen Moore, Ky. 
James Morehead 
Jeffers Mouser 
Johnson, Mo. Murphy 
Johnson, Okla. Norton, Nebr. 
Johnson, S.Dak. O'Connor 
Johnson. Tex. Oliver: Ala. 

Bacharach 
Bachmann 
Bacon 
Baldrige 
Beam 

NAYS-151 
Beck 
Bland 
Bolton 
Bowman 
Britten 

Overton 
Parker, Ga. 
Parks 
Parsons 
Patman 
Patterson 
Peavey 
Polk 
Prall 
Ragon 
Rainey 
Rayburn 
Reid, Ill. 
Reilly 
Roblnsun 
Sa bath 
Sanders, Tex. 
Sandlin 
Schneider 
Selvig 
Shallenberger 
Shrevv 
Sinclall' 
Sirovich 
Smith, Va. 
Sparks 
Spence 
Steagall 
Stevenson 
Sullivan, N.Y. 
Summers, Wash. 
Sumners. Tex. 
Swank 
SwanSIJn 
Swing 
Taylor. Colo. 
Thomason 
Thurston 
Tierney 
Vinson, Ga. 
Vinson, Ky. 
Warren 
Whittington 
Williamson 
Wilson 
Wingo 
Withrow 
Woodrufi' 
Woodrum 
Wright 
Yon 

Brumm 
Brunner 
Bulwinkle 
Burdick 
Cable 
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Carter, Call!. 
Cavicchia 
Chase 
Chindblom 
Chiperfield 
Clarke, N.Y. 
Cochran, Mo. 
Cochran, Pa. 
Cole, Iowa 
Cole, Md. 
Condon 
Connery 
Connolly 
Crosser 
Crowther 
Darrow 

Goss Maloney Shannon 
Granfield Mapes Shott 
Gri11in Martin, Mass . Smith, W.Va. 
Hadley Mead Snell 
Haines Millard Snow 
Hancock, N.Y. Montague Sta:tford 
Hardy Moore, Ohio Stalker 
Harlan Nelson, Me. Strong, Pa. 
Hartley Nelson, Mo. Stull 
Hess Niedringhaus Sutphin' 
Hogg, W.Va. Nolan Swick 
Hollister Norton, N.J. Taber 
Holmes Palmisano Tarver 
Hooper Parker, N.Y. Taylor, Tenn. 
Hopkins Partridge Temple 
Houston, Del. Perkins Timberlake 

Davis, Pa. 
Douglass, Mass. 
Dyer 

Huddleston Person Tinkham 
Jenkins Pettengill Treadway 
Kahn Pittenger Turpin 

Eaton, Colo. 
Eaton, N.J. 
Engle bright 
Erk 

Kennedy. Md. Pratt, Harcourt J. Wason 
Kennedy, N.Y. Pratt, Ruth Watson 
Kunz Purnell Weaver 
Lamneck Ramspeck Weeks 

Estep Lanham Ransley Welch 
Evans, Calif. 
Fernandez 
Finley 

Lankford, Ga. Reed, N.Y. West 
Lehl bach Rich White 
Luce Rogers. Mass. Whitley 

Fish Ludlow Rogers, N. H. Wigglesworth 
Fish bourne 
Fitzpatrick 
Foss 
Gibson 
Gi:tford 

McClintock, Ohio Romjue Williams, Mo. 
McCormack Sanders, N.Y. Wolcott 
McGugin Schafer Wolverton 
McMUlan Schuetz Wood, Ga. 
McSwain Seger 

ANSWERED "PRESENT "-2 
Davenport Douglas, Ariz. 

NOT VOTING-69 
Abernethy Crail Hull, Morton D. 
Allen Curry lgoe 

1 Andrew, Mass. De Priest Johnson, TIL 
Beedy Dieterich Johnson, Wash. 
Boehne Disney Kelly, Ill. 
Bohn Daughton Kelly, Pa. 

, Brand, Ga. Evans, Mont. McLeod 
Buckbee Free Magrady 
Busby Freeman Miller 
Byrns Fulbright Nelson, Wis. 
Campbell, Pa. Golder Oliver, N.Y. 
Canfield Goodwin Owen· 

' Carter, Wyo. Hall, Miss. Pou 
Clancy Hart Ramseyer 
Cooke Hawley Rankin 
Cooper, Ohio Holaday Rudd 
Corning Hornor Seiberling 
Coyle Horr Simmons 

So the bill was passed. . 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
On the vote: 

Smith, Idaho 
Somers, N. Y. 
Stewart 
Stokes 
Strong, Kans. 
Sullivan, Pa. 
Sweeney 
Thatcher 
Underhill 
Underwood 
Williams, Tex. 
Wolfenden 
Wood, Ind. 
Wyant 
Yates 

Mr. Allen (for) with Mr. Cooper of Ohio (against). 
Mr. Canfield (for) with Mr. Corning (against). 
Mr. Buckbee (for) with Mr. Wood of Indiana (against). 
Mr. Crail (for) with Mr. Curry (against). 
Mr. McLeod (for) with Mr. Wolfenden (against). 
Mrs. Owen (for) with Mr. Boehne (against). 
Mr. Miller of Arkansas (for) with Mr. Cooke of New York (against). 
Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin (for) with Mr. Stewart (against). 
Mr. Pou (for) with Mr. Johnson of Washington (against). 
Mr. Johnson of Illinois (for) with Mr. De Priest (against). 
Mr. Ramseyer (for) with Mr. Davenport (against). 

I Mr. Douglas of Arizona (for) with Mr. Andrew of Massachusetts 
(against). 

1 Mr. Williams of Texas (for) with Mr. Oliver of New York (against). 
Mr. Smith of Idaho (for) with Mr. Coyle (against). 
Mr. Holaday (for) with Mr. Underhill (against). 
Mr. Busby (for) with Mr. Freeman (against). 
Mr. Byrns (for) with Mr. Kelly of lllinols (against). 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Disney with Mr. Beedy. 
Mr. Rudd with Mr. Carter of Wyoming. 
Mr. Sweeney with Mr. Magrady. 
Mr. Hart with Mr. Stokes. 
Mr. Brand of Georgia with Mr. Free. 
Mr. Dieterich with Mr. Thatcher. 
Mr. Igoe with Mr. Yates. 
Mr. Somers of New York with Mr. Bohn. 
Mr. Underwood with Mr. Kelly of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Rankin with Mr. Hull, Morton D. 
Mr. Horner of West Virginia with Mr. Seiberling. 
Mr. Daughton with Mr. Campbell of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Hawley. 
Mr. Fulbright with Mr. Horr. 
Mr. Evans of Montana with Mr. Golder. 
Mr. Hall of Mississippi with Mr. Wyant. 
Mr. Goodwin with Mr. Clancy. 
Mr. Strong of Kansas with Mr. Sullivan of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DAVENPORT. Mr. Speaker, is the gentleman from 
' Iowa, Mr. RAMSEYER, recorded? 
' The SPEAKER. He is not; he is paired with the gentle
man from New York, Mr. DAVENPOR'l', 

Mr. DAVENPORT. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my vote of 
"nay" and answer" present." 

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I voted "aye," 
but I have a pair with the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. ANDREW, and I withdraw that vote and answer" present." 

Mr. COOPER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, my colleague 
the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. BYRNS, is absent on 
account of illness. If present, he would vote "aye." 

Mr. BEAM. Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. KELLY of 
Dlinois, is detained by illness. If present, he would vote 
"nay." 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
On motion of Mr. JoNES, a motion to reconsider the vote 

whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS-FARM RELIEF 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, for five days I have heard the pending bill discussed, 
criticized, and defended from almost every angle. Its critics 
think it a radical departure from existing precedents and 
argue that it is unsound, unworkable, and only a temporary 
relief for a part of the farm population which would in the 
end be more harmful than helpful. There is undoubtedly 
some force to their arguments, and there would be more if 
the deplorable condition we find ourselves in was less acute. 

We are gripped in the vicious cycle of a depression more 
far-reaching, more severe, more overwhelming than any we 
have ever experienced. The cycle continues to revolve; more 
unemployment, less buying power; less buying power, more 
unemployment; and so it goes, with no tangible evidence 
that the bottom has been reached or even approached. I 
believe we all agree that could this downward turn be 
stopped the upturn would follow. Then the cycle would be 
reversed; more buying power, more employment; more employ-

. ment, more buying power; and so on to prosperity. The oppo
nents of the bill point out that the buying power given one 
class would be lost by the rest of us. That is substantially 
true in three of the four commodities. Of the other com
modity I will speak later. 

Have you stopped to think what would happen if we 
passed this bill? There would be an immediate rush to 
buy at prevailing prices before it became a law. There 
would be a tremendous stimulation in business. Merchants 
would buy larger stocks of cotton goods, flour, meat, and 
tobacco. The factories and mills manufacturing these prod
ucts would be working to capacity. They would employ 
more people, who in turn would have money with which 
to buy. The downward swing would be checked, the up
ward swing would start. The increased demand would 
cause a corresponding rise in prices, which would bring 
larger profits to the manufacturers, more pay for the work
ers, more buying power on their part, and all this, in my 
opinion, would happen very rapidly, and before the law went 
into effect. A hypodermic shot into the tottering body of 
business, artificial, I grant you, but exhilarating and reviv
ing, would be given. Just how far this would go no one 
knows. If it definitely stopped the down swing, and it seems 
reasonable to suppose that it would, then the uprising would 
start, and once started it would continue under its own 
momentum to what we call prosperity. 

So much has been said of the rapidly declining purchasing 
power of the farmer that to dwell further on that would be 
repetition. I was thoroughly familiar with that before this 
debate started. I own and operate the farm I was born and 
raised on. 

What I want to tell you· about is a class of farmers whose 
buying power was out of line with everything they bought 
during the booming days of prosperity. I refer to the to
bacco farmer, who, but for a short period during the war and 
another when by cooperative marketing he raised the price 
of tobacco, has been distressingly underpaid for his product 
just as far back as I can remember. In 1926, 1927, and 1928 
the average price of tobacco was frequently below 10 cents 
a pound, tobacco for which you pay from $1 to $3 a pound 
in its manufactured form. Everyone who deals in tobacco 
makes money, and good money, out of it but the farmer. 
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The leaf dealer, the watehouseman, the manufacturer, the 
retailer, and last, but not least, the Government, all reap 
their rich profits. 

The manufacturers of tobacco have continued to make big 
profits during the depression. They are one of the few 
businesses which have, and yet the prices of tobacco to the 
farmer ~ontmued to shrink until last season in the dark 
belt of Virginia the average price was less than 5 cents a 
pound-and the price in other belts was correspondingly 
low. But while prices continued to shrink, the manufac
turers continued to prosper. 

Tobacco is better adapted to the allotment plan than any 
other crop embraced in the bill. My reasons for this asser
tion are: First, tobacco is not a necessity but a luxury, and 
it can not be argued that anyone will grow hungry or cold 
if the price of the manufac_tured product be raised; secondly, 
the manufacturer's tax could be more easily and economi
cally collected than for any other commodity, with little or 
no chance of bootlegging. The Government is now collect
ing a revenue tax on each manufactured unit, and an in
crease in the tax would entail little if any additional expense 
on the part of the Government in collection; and, thirdly, 
a large part, possibly in many instances all of the manu
facturer's tax, would be absorbed by the manufa.eturers. 
This they could well afford to do because of the relatively 
small proportion the original cost of the tobacco bears to 
the sale price of the finished product. Take a package of 
cigarettes, for instance, which sells for 15 cents; the farmer 
who raised the tobacco was fortunate if he got 1 cent for 
it, and probably got much less. If the price received by the 
farmer was raised 50 per cent, the manufacturers would only 
have to pay a processing tax of one-half cent. This would 
be absorbed by the manufacturer, and he could well afford to. 

There has never been an ascertainable market price on 
tobacco. While the prices of other farm products are known 
in advance of the time of sale, the tobacco farmer does not 
know what any grade of tobacco will bring until it is sold 
on the warehouse floor under an archaic system of market
ing which has remained unchanged for the last hundred 
years and mare-a system of marketing under which the 
farmer finds himself entirely at the mercy of the whim and 
caprice of the buyer, who, although supposedly buying in 
competition with the buyers of other companies, is in reality 
acting in conjunction with them to take the farmer's to
bacco at any price they choose to pay. The allotment plan 
would put a stop to this vicious system by fixing a price on 
each grade and type of tobacco. 

The bill as it came to the House from the committee 
adopted a base price commencing in September, 1909, and 
terminating in August, 1914. I ascertained through the 
Department of Agriculture that the average price for Vir· 
ginia dark-fired tobacco during this period was but $7.60 per 
hundred, and I called this fact to the attention of certain 
Representatives, and, in conjunction with them, prepared an 
amendment extending the base period through and including 
the year 1918, which raises the average price of Virginia 
dark-fired tobacco to $9.94 per hundred and also raises the 
average price of other types of tobacco. This amendment 
was adopted and is now a part of the bill. But for this 
amendment the bill would have been of little or no value to 
the tobacco growers of the country. 

We also prepared and introduced a perfecting amendment 
clarifying the manner in which the base price would be 
fixed. The bill originally provided that the price should be 
fixed by types. The amendment, which was adopted and is 
a part of the bill, provides that the price shall be fixed by 
grades of types, which, of course, is the only fair and equita
ble way of determining the base price. 

Of course, I am intensely interested in raising the price of 
wheat, hogs, and dairy products, but coming from a tobacco 
section I am more familiar with tobacco than with the other 
farm products embraced in this bill. 

I have heard the argument advanced on the :floor of this 
House that the farmers of the country are better off than 
the people of the cities because, it is stated, they have some
thing to eat and wood to burn and roofs over their heads. 

These gentlemen, however, seem to lose sight of the fact that 
a farmer can not live upon food alone. He must have money 
with which to pay his taxes, interest on his debts, doctors' 
bills, his druggist bills, to buy school books for his children, 
and clothes for himself and his family, and for other necessi
ties of life. 

It is true that the farmers, if they are provident, do usually 
make enough on their farms to eat, provided their crops are 
not ruined by drought, as they were in most sections of 
Virginia in 1930 and 1932, and they have wood to keep them 
warm and roofs over their heads to turn the rain, if they have 
enough money to keep them in repair. But it is a fallacious 
argument to say that the farmer is better off than the peo
ple of the cities. He may be better off than the man of the 
city who is unemployed, but the buying capacity of the 
farmer at present Cas for that matter, it always has been) 
is far below the buying power of the city inhabitant who is 
employed. · 

A crisis faces us in dealing with the plight of the farmer, 
a crisis so imminent that action can not be deferred to an
other Congress. The farm dollar has so shrunk that the 
farmer can no longer buy the bare necessities of life. The 
mortgage on his farm will be foreclosed. His children are 
ragged and hungry. His buildings are dilapidated and un
repaired. He is distressed in mind and body and soul. He 
looks to us for help. Surely in this, his hour of need, we 
will not fail him. Give him a fixed price for his products 
if for only a short time. Give him immediate relief from the 
foreclosure of the mortgage on his home through the enact
ment of a farm mortgage relief bill, and not only will you 
help the farmer but you will help the entire Nation. The 
wheels of industry will turn when the farmer can buy. The 
merchant, the banker, the lawyer, the doctor, the worker will 
prosper, and we will pass out of the valley of despair and 
move forward to a new prosperity. 

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Spzaker, the pending bill is an emer
gency agricultural relief measure, designed to bring some 
relief to the unfortunate economic conditions existing in our 
country to-day. Agriculture is our basic industry. More 
than 30,000,000 American citizens live on the 6,500,000 farms 
of our country. These farms and their equipment represent 
a total investment of about $50,000,000,000. 

About 15,000,000 more of our citizens living in the small 
burgs and villages of our country are almost wholly depend
ent upon agriculture, and 5,000,000 more, it is estimated, are 
engaged in industries designed to supply the special needs of 
the farmer. · 

Thus it .would appear that about 50,000,000 of our people 
are directly interested in the prosperity of the farmers and 
about 70,000,000 more, engaged in general industry, are indi
rectly interested in the buying power of the farmers. 

It is estimated that in prosperous times the farmers used 
to purchase about one-third of the output of our factories, 
and that 40 per cent of the automobiles sold in this country, 
prior to the panic, were sold to the farmers and the dwellers 
in the small villages of the country dependent upon the 
farmers. 

The American farmers, as a final result, have suffered 
greatly from the World War. _ 

Prior to the breaking out of the European conflict, agri
culture in our country was in a fairly prosperous condition as 
compared to industry in general. 

With the coming of the World War in 1914, the farmers 
found a new market for their products, with increased prices, 
and when our country joined the Allies in 1917, greater 
markets and higher prices were the result. 

In order to meet the food demands of the World War the 
farm acreage of our country was increased millions and 
millions of acres, with the result that in 1919 such increased 
acreage and higher prices gave the farmers of our country 
a crop of the value of $18,000,000,000, or about $7,000,000,000 
more than their crop value of pre-war days. 

Increasing prices for farm products during the war brought 
in its wake an unreasonable and unsound rise in the prices 
of farm lands. 
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After the termination of the World War, and the return of 

millions of European soldiers to their former task of tilling 
the soil of their respective countries, the farmers of America 
gradually lost their profitable foreign market, with the result 
that agricultural prices and farm-land prices began a down
ward trend, until the year 1932 they had reached the lowest 
level in a half century. · 

From 1919 to the present time farm-land values have 
shrunken about 50 per cent, and the market value of the 
farmers' crops has decreased from $18,000,000,000 in 1919 
to about $5,000,000,000 in 1932. 

Since 1913 to the present time the prices of farm products 
have fallen way below the prices of other industrial products 
of this country. That is, the ratio of decline has been much 
greater for farm products than that of the products of 
other industries. 

Farm products to-day on an average are more than 50 
per cent lower than in 1913, while the farmer pays 6 per cent 
more for what he buys than he did in 1913. 

While the prices of farm products have gradually been 
going down since the closing of the World War, the prices 
of many of the goods that the farmer has been buying have 
been going up, and some of them way up. 

Take machinery, for instance, of which the farmers of 
our country have purchased millions and hundreds of mil
lions of dollars' worth since 1914. 

In 1913 the average cost of a self-binder to the farmer, 
as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, was $95.43. 
At this time the farmer was getting 80 cents a bushel for 
his wheat on an average. 

In 1931, as reported by the same authority, the farmer 
was compelled to pay $151.41 for a binder, and he at that 
time was receiving 44.3 cents a bushel for his wheat. In 
1913 he paid $21.85 for a cultivator, and in 1931 that same 
cultivator cost him $32.41. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission fixes the price that 
the railroads may charge for their services, based on their 
investments; the different State commissions fix the prices 
that the public utilities may charge for services rendered 
to the community, based on the value of their investments; 
practically all other lines of industry, except agriculture, 
through gentlemen's agreements or the cost system, fix the 
price of their products; but the farmer has no such com
mission, organization, or bookkeeping methods that will en
able him to fix the prices that he will receive from the 
products of his farm, based on the value of his investment. 
· The pending bill is designed to restore certain agricu.ltural 
products-wheat, cotton, pork, tobacco, dairy products, rice, 
and peanuts-to the price ratio to other products of industry 
as it existed in 1909 to 1914. 

It undertakes to insure these prices to seven crops, to the 
extent that these crops are sold and consumed in this 
country. 

This increase of farm prices on these crops is attempted 
by placing a tax on the American purchasers through the 
millers of wheat, the spinners of cotton, and the processors 
of the other articles named in the bill. 

This tax levied on the processors is paid to the Govern
ment, and the Government in turn pays the same to the 
farmers who have agreed to and do reduce their crop 
production 20 per cent. 

The prices fixed for these crops are as follows: Wheat and 
rice, 75 cents a bushel; cotton, 9 cents per pound; pork, 
5 cents per pound; butterfat, 26 cents per pound; and pea
nuts, 3 cents per pound. These are initial prices and do 
not apply to tobacco. 

For the past 10 years Congress has been attempting to 
assist the farmers. The equalization fee bill, the debenture 
bill, the stabilization bill, or Farm Board bill, have all fol
lowed one after the other. 

The debenture bill was vetoed by President Coolidge; the 
stabilization bill is now a law, and it is generally conceded 
that it is a failure. 

The pending bill is an experiment and is designed to try 
another method in helping the farmers' program. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LucE], whom we 
all love, in speaking against this bill said he could not vote 
for it, because it levied a tax on the many for the benefit 
of the few. 

For more than 100 years the farmers, and millions of 
other citizens, have been paying hundreds of millions of 
dollars annually through tariff legislation for the benefit of 
the few. 

Tariff legislation is based on the theory that the American 
people should be willing to pay more for the manufactured 
products they consume, in order that certain industries may 
survive in our country. 

If it is important that industries may survive in our 
cities through a taxing of the many for the few, is it not 
equally important that agriculture, through similar legisla
tion, should be enabled to survive? 

If the pending bill taxes the few at the expense of the 
many, the stabilization bill was intended to do the same 
thing, or it would never have been passed and signed by the 
President. 

Millions of American farmers are losing their homes; the 
homes of their ancestors, under foreclosure and tax sale, and 
have nothing to look forward to but becoming tenant 
farmers. 

It is submitted that the dwellers in our cities have no 
right to expect the farmers to furnish them with foodstuffs 
below the cost of production, and there can be no doubt at 
all but that most of the farm products to-day are delivered 
to the consumer at prices that do not cover the cost of pro
duction. 

This bill, if it works, will help not only the industries of 
New England, but it will also help every other manufactur
ing center in our country. This proposed legislation is an 
experiment, just as the Farm Board legislation was an ex
periment. This legislation has more support from the busi
ness interests of the country than any other farm legislation 
ever proposed before in Congress, because it is generally 
conceded that, if we are ever going to get out of the present 
industrial depression, something must be done to increase 
the buying powers of the farmers. 

I do not claim that the farmers' situation is any more 
desperate to-day than that of the unemployed in our cities; 
both situations are deplorable. 

It is believed, however, that this bill will bring about a 
better balance in national purchasing power; that it will 
thin the lines of the unemployed through reestablishing 
the purchasing power of agriculture, and will be a step to
ward meeting the present national emergency. 

Mr. Speaker, my only misgivings as regards the pending 
legislation is as to its workability. On that point I am not 
clear. 

However, in this crisis I am not going to put my judgment 
up against the judgment of the majority of the members of 
the Agriculture Committee-Republicans and Democrats
who have given long and serious consideration to the work
ing out of this bill. I am not going to put my judgment up 
against the leaders of agriculture, practically all of whom 
were for this bill. 

The Democratic and Republican platforms in the recent 
election both promised to the farmers legislation that would 
put agriculture on a parity with other industries. This is 
the only bill before the House now that aims to accomplish 
that purpose. By the terms of the pending bill this so
called allotment farm-relief plan is to have a trial for one 
year. If it does not work, then it can be repealed. 

In my judgment, this program for relief is worthy of a 
trial. 

It appears that we have come to the time when it is neces
sary to experiment in legislation .to meet changing economic 
conditions. 

The pending bill is designed to accomplish a purpose that 
the best minds of this country believe should be accomplished 
and will have to be accomplished if we are going to revive 
industry in our country, and that is to put purchasing power 
into the hands of the 30,000,000 farmers of our country. 
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Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gen

tlemen of the House, during my 14 years' service as a 
Member of this body there have been roll calls on 73 meas
ures designed to relieve agriculture in this country, and I 
have uniformly voted in the affirmative on every single, 

· solitary one of them. While I have entertained grave 
doubts as to the soundness, the practicality, and the work
ability of many of these so-called agricultural remedies, 
nevertheless, being intensely interested in the welfare of the 
farmer and recognizing his deplorable plight, I have favored 
every measure that presented any promise of relief, however 
remote, for the agricultural interests of the United States. 

But in the light of experience and reality, I am wondering 
at this time just how much, if any, real benefit has inured 
to the farmers of America as a result of this carnival of 
alleged farm legislation. I wonder if any of it has been of 
real, lasting, and substantial aid to him. In fact, I wonder 
if the major part of it has not been in reality detrimental 
to his well-being. With the possible exception of the farm 
marketing act, I sometimes think that practically all of this 
train of legislation has, in its final analysis, operated as a 
handicap and a boomerang to the farmer. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to no man in this body in my in
terest in the farmer and in my zeal and sympathY for him 
in his terrible distress. I was born and raised on a farm, 
and I know from personal experience of the hardships of 
agricultural life. Unlike some of you who hail from the 
broad fertile plains of the great rolling West, where you 
farm scientifically, employing the most modem machinery, 
I worked on a farm among the knobs of east Tennessee 
where it was necessary to coax and importune and in many 
instances bribe the soil with fertilizer, and so forth, to get 
it to respond, and even then it responded very grudgingly. 
Instead of using a high-powered tractor and other luxurious 
agricultural implements, we used the old-fashioned bull
tongue, the double-shovel, and the Oliver chilled hand plows, 
and in the sweat of our faces, followed them on foot in the 
furrow. Instead of our lands rewarding our toil to the tune 
of 50 or 60 bushels to the acre, we did well to harvest from 
10 to 20 -bushels to the acre. True, we have some lands in 
east Tennessee, in our valleys, and along our streams, as 
fertile as any that the crow ever flew over, but the greater 
part of our lands are of the type and character that I 
mentioned in the first instance. 

The bill under consideration, should it become a law, will 
afford little or no relief to the east Tennessee farmer, be
cause few, if any of them, can or will qualify and partici
pate under its terms. 

Mr. Speaker, what the farmer needs is not an artificial 
and ephemeral stimulation of the price of his product. He 
needs a market, and if you will provide a market for him 
the prices of his commodities will take care of themselves. 
And we all recognize the fact that to have a market it is 
necessary to have purchasing power, and in order to have 
purchasing power we must first solve the unemployment 
problem. We have more than 10,000,000 unemployed people 
in the United States at this time, and allowing 3 depend
ents for each unemployed, we have 30,000,000 people in the 
United States to-day whose purchasing power has been 
destroyed or at least is in a state of abeyance. This bill will 
not furnish employment to a single one of our idle but, on 
the contrary, it will aggravate and multiply their already un
bearable burden, because it is bound to increase the price of 
their food and raiment Without in any sense enhancing their 
ability to buy. While this bill w.ill benefit at best only a 
small percentage of those engaged in agriculture, it will in
evitably pass on to the shoulders of the consuming public, 
including many farmers themselves, an additional tax bur
den of more than $1,000,000,000. per year. 

One of the grave objections to this proposed legislation is 
its discriminatory aspects. Without any apparent reason, it 
singles out certain commodities for benefits to the exclusion 
of others. If this legislation will be good for wheat and rice 
and peanuts, why would it not be equally good for corn and 
oats? And if hogs will be benefited under its operation, why 
not cattle and sheep and poultry and livestock generally? 

And if cotton will be alded by this legislation, why not wool? 
It seems to me that there could be no reasonable justifica
tion for this manifest arbitrary discrimination. And so far 
as tobacco is. concerned, our tobacco in Tennessee was sold 
during the current year at a higher price than that guaran
teed under the provisions of this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding the fact that the Congress 
has repeatedly refused to enact an outright sales tax, this 
bill as amended, if enacted into law, will impose a sales tax 
on the American consumers of $1,166,885,000 per year. As 
applied to Tennessee, it is estimated that the tax on the con
sumers of that State will be $24,873,000, whereas the farmers 
of Tennessee will receive in bonuses only $13,579,000. This 
represents a net loss to that State of $11,294,000 per year. 
The States of Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Texas, illinois, In
diana, and Nebraska will receive more than half of the 
total bonus, while there are 32 States that will pay out more 
in sales taxes than they will receive in the form of bonuses
my State being included in the number. 

But perhaps the most serious objection to the measure is 
its rank discrimination in favor of foreign countries. It 
will be observed that this tax is only applied to products 
processed in the United States. Our surplus products Will 
be sent abroad at the world price. It is, therefore, proposed 
to feed European workers on a cheaper basis than our work
ers are fed, resulting, -of course, in their being able to pro
duce more goods on a cheaper basis to ship to us in 
competition with products of our own labor. And when this 
is considered in connection with the depreciated currencies 
abroad, what will become of the industries in the United 
States? In the absence of tremendous tariff walls there 
can be but one answer, and that is, increased unemployment 
and starvation in our country. 

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply sensible of the extremely pre
carious condition of the farmer at this time and the urgent 
need of relief for him. The farmer is staggering under a 
burden of taxation hitherto unknown, and many of them are 
grappling with indebtedness, mortgage, and otherwise, which 
they can not bear much longer unless some provision is 
made for them by the Government. The farmer at this 
moment is faced with the loss of his farm and his home 
unless some scheme can be immediately evolved whereby 
he can refinance himself at a low rate of interest, and we 
all recognize the fact that this can only be brought about 
by Government instrumentality. This is the most' serious 
problem confrontir_g the farmer to-day, and this is the sub
ject which should engage the attention of the Congress 
rather than a half-baked, makeshift gesture that will at 
best only benefit a small percentage of our farmer popula
tion, and that benefit of exceeding doubtful value. Mr. 
Speaker, it is high time we stopped experimenting on the 
farmer and got down to" brass tacks." 

Mr. Speaker, another serious objection to this measure is 
the stupendous bureaucracy it will set up. There are ap
proximately 6,300,000 farms in the United States practically 
all of which produce one or more of the commodities enu
merated in the bill. If this measure is administered as 
contemplated by the House each farm must be supervised by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. The necessary agents will have 
to be appointed to ascertain how much of each crop the 
farmers have planted in the past; how much they reduce 
their acreage to conform to the parity provision; just what 
crops may be planted in such acreage, and other data. Mr. 
Speaker, this measure would set up the most gigantic and 
complicated bureaucracy this country has ever known. An 
avalanche of inspectors and investigators would flood the 
country, and the farmer will be harassed by Government 
agents galore. When you contemplate the administrative 
features of this bill, in my opinion, its nonworkability is 
perfectly obvious. I am frank to say, however, that if the 
bill can be so amended as to eliminate its cumbersome and 
complicated bureaucratic features and include all agricul
tural prDducts, I shall be glad to support it. 

And in conclusion, Mr. Speaker, while the bill is dangerous 
enough in its present form in what it attempts to do, it is 
not near so dangerous as will be the disillusionment of the 
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farmer when he wakes up to find that he has only been duped J laws may be checked temporarily, but that the dammed-up 
and hoodooed again. forces, when ultimately released, as they must be, have the 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Speaker, under the privilege accorded greater impact, and therefore do far greater harm. Know
Members of the House to extend their remarks in the ing this, should we now attempt an experiment considerably 
RECORD, I desire at this time to explain very briefly the rea- more fantastic than the Farm Board experiment appears in 
sons why I can not bring myself to vote for the pending retrospect merely on the hope that it may by some bare 
bill. possibility alleviate the situation? 

When this bill, or rather the root idea underlying it, was The trouble with any attempt to interfere with the law of 
outlined to me in a private conference last spring I objected supply and demand in a country as large as ours-and as 
very strongly to it and pointed out to some of its promoters complex as ours-is that it is impossible for the human 
that this was apparently farm relief at the expense of the mind to conceive of all the possible eventualities, thus mak
consuming masses of the industrial sections of our country, ing it almost a foregone conclusion that any legislation 
many millions of whom were already objects of public relief directed toward such lines will have weaknesses which may 
themselves. I said the plan was unworkable without a close not appear at the time it is enacted, but which will ulti
supervision of the farmer producing the commodities in the mately result in a breakdown of the whole plan. It would 
bill and the industries processing them, and that this would be a sorry case, indeed, if we were stampeded into the adop
require a new army of Federal agents. tion of legislation of this nature only to find that after 

I further said that it was plainly a price-fixing measure, giving it a fair test we have brought" the farmer still farther 
similar to many that had been tried in other countries to down in the economic scale and have served to exaggerate 
fix prices of rubber, coffee, and silk, all of which had not the forces which now have caused production greatly to 
only failed of their immediate object but had left the pro- exceed consumption and thus unbalanced the market for 
ducer of these commodities far worse off than he was before farm products. 
these schemes were devised and promulgated to lift him up. The legislation itself in its present form is far from simple. 
The effect was rather to prostrate the producer and subject It is a basic principle of legislation that when the idea in
him to the ruthless influence of accumulated surpluses of valved is so complicated as to necessitate the writing of a 
the protected commodities, even as -our own Farm Board bill which can scarcely be understood without an exhaus
bill has done to our own wheat and cotton farmers for the tive and technical explanation by a group of economists 
vast three years. there is something wrong with the basic idea. Simplicity 

Since this bill was reported by the Committee on Agricul- should be the keynote of all legislation, but there has been 
ture with a number of changes in its structural mechanics seldom presented to Congress a bill which is more compli
I have suspended final judgment and have awaited the full cated in mechanism or indefinite in result than the one 
discussion of it in the House to determine whether or not now before us. 
my original objections were sound or could be satisfactorily While the mechanics of the bill are so enormously com
answered by the proponents of the measure. The debate plicated, and while the results as far as the farmer is con
has now reached a point where I feel certain that my orig- cerned are highly problematical, there is one aspect of the 
inal attitude can not be changed by further argument. On situation which is very simple; that is, that the consumer of 
the contrary, the debate has served to strengthen my objec- the processed article whose source is cotton, tobacco, wheat, 
tions and in addition raise new ones in my mind to this or hogs will pay a substantial tax in order that the farmer 
plan of relief. I am convinced that the bill as it now stands may receive a higher price for his product, this being thea
is not only poor politics but is bad economics and worse law. retically a temporary means of inducing the farmer to re
It will burden the consumer and not help the farmer, and duce his production to approximately the demands of 
will inevitably result in a further draft on the Federal domestic consumption, thus automatically bringing up the 
Treasury. I shall therefore vote against it, not only in the price of farm products to a fair parity with general com
interest of my constituents in an industrial State but in the modity prices. Whether the results would be achieved or 
true interest of the farmers of the ·whole country as well. not, which is highly doubtful, a straight question is pre-

Mr. HOLLISTER. Mr. Speaker, we have before us for sented as to whether the user of bread, of cotton goods, of 
consideration a measure involving the collection by the tobacco, and of pork products should pay, even temporarily, 
Government and the disbursing by it of many hundreds of a tax which, of course, is nothing more nor less than a 
millions of dollars under a vast scheme of theoretic and sales tax for the benefit of a particular class. 
paternalistic relief much more revolutionary than any which It is a rather amusing commentary on the attitude of many 
has ever before been seriously considered in this country, Members of this body that it appears that the chief sup
even during times of deep depression. To state the case porters of this measure were the chief opponents of the 
simply, we are being asked to adopt a bill providing for the general manufacturers' sales tax presented before the Houae 
relief of a certain particular class of our population at the last spring, and are apparently still continuing their opposi
great expense of the rank and file of the people who ulti- tion to such a tax as a present way of raising additional 
mately consume our most important commodities. revenue. The sales-tax rate suggested last spring was 2¥2 

We are all of us sympathetic with the plight of the farmer. per cent, to be levied generally on manufactured and proc
We are all anxious to take steps to relieve him. We have essed articles. While the bill was still before the Ways and 
witnessed, however, the frightening example of how unsuc- Means Committee an irresistible protest was made against 
cessfully relief conceived with the greatest desire to be of the inclusion of articles of food and cheap clothing in the 
help can react to injure the farmer more than help him. bill, the argument being that the poorer people should be 
There are very few who will support to-day the experiment relieved from the operation of the tax as far as the neces
of the Farm Board in attempting to bolster up farm prices saries of life were concerned. Whe~ the bill was brought 
by the purchase of surplus produce. Its activities acceler- before the House this pressure was increased, and item after 
ated the downward swoop of agricultural commodity prices, item of food articles was exempted from the operation of 
and even to-day we see the evil effects of these activities. the law. Within less than a year of that time we are pre
Whether sold by the Farm Board or distributed free by the sented with a tax, call it by whatever name you wish, levied 
Red Cross, these commodities purchased to stabilize prices absolutely and alone on the chief items which were exempted 
reduce the demand for similar commodities produced by the from the operation of the sales tax last spring, even before 
farmer and work inexorably to keep prices depressed. The that tax as a whole received serious consideration, and levied 
intention was of the best; but, as nearly always when at a rate many times higher than that then suggested. The 
attempting to interfere by artificial means with the opera- original estimates of the amount which the sales tax would 
tion of the law of supply and demand, the experiment was bring in were around $600,000,000, while all estimates of the 
not only a failure but brought ultimately greater distress additional amount which the ultimate consumer will have to 
than before to the very class which it was desired to help. pay under the present bill greatly exceed this amount. We 
We must realize that the effect of the operation of natural refused to approve a small tax levied on all manufactured 
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and processed articles excepting necessaries, and we are now 
seriously considering the raising of a much larger tax on 
those very necessaries. 

If we honestly believe that the farmers should have some 
sort of a subsidy to assist them in their admittedly desperate 
plight, should we not face the issue squarely, pay them the 
necessary subsidy, which will be directed toward reducing 
production, and pay it from the general funds of the Treas
ury, raising those funds by proper and fair methods of taxa
tion on the people as a whole, rather than by forcing that 
group to bear the tax which is least able to stand it. 

I shall not try to examine in detail the many objections 
to the particular bill, for time does not permit. That it is 
sectional and class legislation is, of course, apparent. That 
it sets up a vast new bureaucracy, with the Secretary of 
Agriculture as a practical dictator, is equally clear. There 
is nothing to compel the farmer to come in on the plan. 
There is nothing to prevent him from restricting his acre
age according to the plan, but at the same time increasing 
his production on his remaining acres by intensive farming. 
The constitutionality of the act is alone a serious question. 
This list of specific and vital objections can be expanded 
almost indefinitely. 

The trouble with the times in which we are now living is 
that it is so difficult to analyze exactly the causes of dis
tress, and, therefore, equally difficult to evolve plans for its 
relief. There is always a tendency to adopt nostrums and 
panaceas which have a surface appeal, without following 
to their logical conclusion the results of such adoption. If 
the proposed plan for securing parity for agricultural prod
ucts is sound, it seems strange that those now responsible 
for its introduction should have waited as long as this before 
presenting it. They are the same people, to a great extent, 
who were once in favor of having the Farm Board buy up 
surplus products. They are many of the same individuals 
who were in favor of equalization fees and export debentures. 
I do not impute to them any but the highest motives, but 
it is unfortunate for the farming class that because of their 
distress they should be made the subject of experiment after 
experiment. 

The farmers are in no condition to stand disappointments 
similar to those which they have experienced in the past. 
The ordinary consumer of the commodities involved is in no 
condition to stand the additional tax which will be placed 
on him. This is no time to try out a new idea simply be
cause it is a new idea and might possibly be of help; and this 
bill is a typical example of half-baked legislation which is 
liable to do considerably more harm than good. Let us not 
act hastily to help the farmers, only to hear the farmers 
offer up a prayer," 0 Lord, save us from our friends." 

Mr. EATON of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, notwithstand
ing the high purpose of the Committee on Agriculture in 
presenting this bill as a national emergency act designed to 
bring relief to the farmers, I consider the bill one of the 
most irrational, unworkable, unjust and uneconomic passed 
by this House in modern times. It may serve one useful 
purpose. The American farmer has been following the 
will-o'-the-wisp under legislative relief for almost a genera
tion. He has been supposedly represented in Washington by 
the heads of farm· organizations; he has had eloquent and 
devoted champions in both branches of Congress; he has 
had presented to him a bewildering maze of machinery for 
going farther in debt, but he has had no relief so far. This 
bill will give him none, but it may start him to thinking on 
the impossibility of solving his problems by act of Congress. 

This legislation is plastered all over with absurdities. In 
the last Congress a manufacturer's sales tax of around 2 
per cent was voted down on the ground that it oppressed the 
poor. In that legislation food and clothing were excluded 
from tax. Yet the very people who voted down the manu
facturer's sales tax now are supporting this legislation, which 
places 60 to 100 per cent sales tax on food and clothing. 

Under the provisions of this bill there will be created an 
army of bureaucrats meddling with the daily a:ffail·s of the 
individual farmer at a cost to the taxpayer greater than any 
possible advantage to the farmer himself. 

• 
Among its other iniquities this legislation proposes to tax 

the silk and rayon industry and give the proceeds of the tax 
to the cotton grower, which is a competing industry. This 
particular form of highway robbery has never, so far as I 
know, been legalized before. In addition, the bill provided 
that rayon and silk thus taxed for the benefit of cotton 
growers shall not be protected by an additional tariff while 
cotton is protected. 

The attitude of informed agriculturists in my district is 
best set forth in a statement from Mr. Roger DeBaun, of 
Denville, N. J., which I quote, as follows: 

DEAR CONGRESSM.AN EATON: Those of US who own securities, oper
ate a business, or run a farm are naturally interested in seeing the 
farmer's buying power increased so that industry and commerce 
will be promoted and the Public Treasury benefited. The do
mestic-allotment plan to " relieve " agriculture will not accomplish 
this purpose. Farmers themselves, not the professional farm lobby
ists, will tell you how impossible it is to get some farmers to co
operate. Unless there is a Federal agent at every farm, you can 
not prevent hundreds of thousands of farmers from selling wheat, 
hogs, tobacco, and cotton outside the allotment plan to meet the 
demand of consumers wishing to escape paying the allotment tax 
which millers, packers, and processors would have to pass along 
to them under the plan. An enormous bootleg business would 
thus result, and the allotment plan would fall fiat so far as help
ing agriculture is concerned. Then, as a legislator, you would be 
faced with the pleasant task of raising more taxes to pay the costs 
of an enormous horde of clerks, accountants, and inspectors added 
to the pay roll to " administer " the plan. 

Don't be stampeded by the hue and cry for this fool plan. We 
have seen one example of "expediency" legislation in the Farm 
Board; $5,000,000,000 thrown down in a hole, and the farmers 
worse off now than they have been in history. We don't want a 
repetition of the Farm Board waste of money and confusion of 
business and commerce. Kill this domestic-allotment scheme and 
save the Treasury from new drains upon it, the taxpayers from 
new assessments, business from additional disruption, strife, and 
confusion, and farmers from more disappointments. 

Respectfully, 
RoGER DEBAUN. 

There are certain collateral results of this legislation to 
which the leaders of the Democratic Party would do well to 
give heed. I can not do better than quote from Walter 
Lippmann, who says: 

I do not wish to be an alarmist, for I have some hope that the 
Senate, or President Hoover, or Governor Roosevelt, or finally the 
courts will somehow manage to kill this bill before it goes much 
farther. But if they do not, if this bill goes into effect, Mr. Roose
velt will be in for trouble, compared with which Mr. Hoover's 
experience in farm relief will seem comparatively tranquil and 
pleasant. 

Mr. LANKFORD of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, it is said that 
the allotment plan of farm relief is an experiment. This 
can be truthfully said of all new proposals of any consider
able magnitude. The safest experiments, though, are those 
that may help, but are sure not to produce death of tl:le pa
tient. No one would want a physician who would not at.: 
tempt to give any safe medicine, but who insisted on giving 
some form of strychnine merely as an experiment and who 
insisted that he be permitted to make the experiment in 
order that he might see whether or not the patient died, 
and thus be permitted to satisfy his mania to determine 
whether or not the concoction is deadly in the extreme. The 
farmer is too ill at this time to permit such experiments. 

All who have studied this bill must admit that in its pres
ent form it is an experiment, will help the farmer some, 
injure him to a certain extent, and that the only question is 
whether the help will be greater than the injury. The 
farmer now is in no condition for such experiments. He 
needs help that is definite, immediate, and most effective. 
He certainly needs no legislation that is sure to hurt, even 
though there is coupled with it some scheme that may be 
of slight value to him. For the sake of a drink of water or 
a mouthful of food he does not want to take into his system 
something that he knows has deadly poison simply because 
some one-who has never tried it-says possibly the poison 
is not in dangerous quantities. · 

There is much merit in the allotment idea. It is so much 
akin to my contract plan of farm relief that it could easily 
be amended into my plan. The vicious part of this bill is 
the dangerous sales-tax plan which is grafted onto it. 
I am unalterably opposed to the sales tax as a means of 
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ra1smg Federal revenue. If the States wish to use this 
method of raising revenue, then that is a problem for them. 
Congress should not put a pipe line into this source of reve
nue and begin to pump dry this reservoir which I feel be
longs to the States. I feel the same way about taxes on 
gasoline, tobaccos, and various other taxes that are now 
being levied and collected by the Federal Government. If 
we want to help the States solve their property-tax prob
lems, we must leave something to tax other than their 
homes. 

If the allotment plan is good-and I admit it can easily be 
amended so as to receive my support-then the alleged 
bonus therein granted to the farmer and all other expenses 
should be paid out of the general funds in the Treasury and 
raised by the same methods that are employed for raising 
other revenue for Federal purposes. If in its present form 
it is not good enough to be financed in this way, it is not 
good enough to be 'enacted into law. 

The present bill has enough of my contract idea of farm 
relief to give it a delighful flavor, and enough of the unfair 
vicious sales-tax scheme herein set up to make the whole 
bill a stench to those who are most anxious to help the 
farmers. The bill is most inconsistent. Its proponents are 
shying at the farmer's abundant harvest, and wrecking his. 
marketing machinery. They are attempting to control his 
production to the detriment of his marketing facilities. 
They are attempting to cure his imaginary trouble by in
creasing his definitely determined major affliction. In order 
to cure his sprained ankle, they are putting a burden on his 
heart that may stop its pulsations. 

The farmer's trouble is not overproduction, it is over
manipulation of his market by others. He nee~ a good 
market. This bill puts all this tax on those who constitute 
the farmer's buyers and who consume the farmer's products. 
It would greatly lessen the number of the farmer's best 
friends-those who buy, pay for, and consume what the 
farmer produces. 

The allotment plan of farm relief, as tied on to the sales
tax scheme in this bill, forms an unholy alliance. The 
merit of the allotment plan is entirely submerged into the 
outrageous method of raising the necessary revenue. As a 
whole, the bill foolishly seeks to speed up the relief of the 
farmer by strangling his production and placing an addi
tional burden-probably an unbearable burden-on the 
marketing of his products. This bill attempts to lead the 
farmer to feel that he is helping himself by inflicting 
bodily harm on himself and family to appease the money 
kings of the Nation. 

It has been repeatedly said on this floor and elsewhere 
that the financial interests of the country like this bill much 
better than any other farm relief bill presented so far. 
Surely there is some ascertainable reason for this great love, 
on their part, for the farmers. Let us use our heads a little 
and see whether or not we can find this reason. Is it not 
purely a matter of selfishness? The wealthy of the country 
now pay most of the taxes and, therefore, are fighting to 
shift the tax burden from their broad, too often dishonest 
shoulders to the empty stomachs, naked backs, and freezing 
bodies of the poor, by what is euphoniously called "the 
manufacturers' sales tax." This bill helps to do this in a 
very decided and dangerous manner. 

The financial interests know that farm relief is imperative, 
but they do not want to share the burden of this kind of 
legislation or any other kind that does not inure directly 
to their benefit. The manufacturers who buy the farmers' 
products do not like this bill because it seeks to put on them 
the payment of this tax and forces them to absorb so much 
of it as they can not pass back to the farmer or on to the 
consumer-which will not be much. The big interests, which 
heartily approve this bill, are to be relieved from practically 
all of the burden of the taxes here sought to be raised. They 
do not favor any bill which costs them money, either in the 
way of taxes or in the way of loss of money which they 
have been literally stealing from the farmers and the com
mon people. 

There never has been a time when there was so great 
danger of good legislation being absolutely ruined by the 
insertion in it of some dangerous proposal, which entirely 
counteracts all the good of the original plan. While friends 
of the common people are attempting to pass good legisla
tion, their en~mies are striving, first, to prevent its passage; 
second, to amend it so as to entirely overcome all the good 
features; third, to secure ample provisions for the exercise 
of a discretion by those who are to administer the law; and, 
fourth, to secure the appointment of the friends of the big 
interests-enemies of the farmers and average individual
to operate and enforce the law, who will administer it in 
behalf of the big interests. · 

All these bills have most alluring titles. All are passed in 
the name of the farmer or for some other equally laudable 
purpose, but practically all are in behalf of some financial 
interest inimical to the farmer and his folks. The title of a 
bill and declaration of policy contained therein too often 
constitute the smoke screen, hiding the serious provisions of 
the measure. Let me read just one sentence from the 
declaration of policy as set out in this bill, as follows: 

That it 1s the policy of Congress to encourage agricultural 
I?lanning and readjustment to meet changed world conditions and 
to aid in restoring the parity between agriculture and other in
dustries and in correcting the inequalities between the prices for 
agricultural and other commodities. 

Of course, if this bill did this, all of us would be supporting 
it, but it falls far short of the splendid policy here an
nounced. Let me suggest only one or two of the m~ny glar
ing inaccuracies in this one sentence. The farmer never has 
been on a parity with other industries and, therefore, can 
not be restored to a status he never occupied. 

Again, this bill can not " aid in rest.oring " or even creating 
a " parity between agriculture and other industries " by 
levying this most burdensome sales tax on the processed 
products of the farm. This bill would create a greater 
gulf of disparity between the farmer and industry. No more 
dangerous sales tax has ever been suggested on the very 
articles the price of which must be elevated if the inde
pendent farmer is to be saved to civilization. It matters 
not how or where this tax is levied under the provisions of 
this bill, it constitutes an undue burden on the products 
of the farm. For many years past the most vital farm prob
lem has been thought to be that of marketing. It is now 
known that equally important is that of a proper monetary 
system. In fact, in the present financial depression, nothing 
is of such vital importance as the issuance, circulation, and 
control of our medium of financial exchange. All our eco
nomic problems can be solved by the adoption of a proper 
monetary base, with proper safeguards, and in connection 
with ample and sufficient legislation dealing with other 
more or less important problems, such as marketing of farm 
products, transportation, chain and branch banking, chain 
monopolies, and so forth, and so on. 

The allotment farm relief bill as here presented not only 
has a most dangerous tax feature but a most serious mis
take would be made if it were passed and Congress should at 
all feel that it is a sufficient response to the farmers' dying 
appeals for help. In no sense can the passage of this bill be 
construed as the performance of the sacred pledges made by 
Democrats, Republicans, and Farmer Laborites to the farm
ers of our country. 

From time to time in the future I shall continue my fight 
along every line which I feel may be helpful to the people 
of my district and Nation. For the present I shall only 
make these few observations on the provisions of this bill, 
which I hope may be very much improved before it ever 
becomes law. 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the 
House, the financial plight of the farmer draws the sym
pathy of all familiar with conditions. It was my hope that 
in this session of Congress we would be able to enact some 
legislation that would relieve the farmer from the distress 
he feels because of his failure to meet his fixed charges of 
taxes, interest, and other expenses which he can pay only 
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with money. Having been brought up on a farm and being 
yet closely allied with agriculture, I find it easy to sym
pathize with the farmer. 

There is no denying the fact that the farmers are yet more 
powerful in governmental affairs than any other 15roup. 
Agriculture is yet our basic industry. Agriculture repre
sents more wealth than any other business. More people 
are engaged in agriculture than in any other line of endeavor 
in our country. More than 30,000,000 of our people earn 
their livelihood from the soil. The story of the development 
of civilization is interwoven with the story of the growth of 
agriculture. The tiller of the soil has been honored and 
respected from the beginning of time. His financial welfare, 
however, has not been given as much attention across the 
centuries as his physical efforts would warrant. This is 
probably due to the fact that because he was able to produce 
much of his food from the land, he was more able to keep 
himself and family from need than any other class. The 
same is true of the farmer to-day, but the modern farmer 
differs from the primitive farmer in that he must pay his 
fixed charges of taxes, interest, and other charges and must 
pay them in money. I had been in hopes that the Agri
culture Committee of the House would bring in a bill that 
would tend to relieve this situation. I should have been glad 
to vote for any bill that would lighten the financial burden 
of the farmer if the same would be workable and would be 
for the best interests of the industry. I am afraid that the 
bill under consideration known as the allotment plan does 
not meet these tests. I hope that some measure may yet be 
advanced that will go directly to the heart of the trouble. 
The farmer must have money with which to keep up fixed 
charges and to pay the mortgage obligations which load him 
down. Unless this is ·done some way, thousands of addi
tional farms will pass under the sheriff's hammer. The 
farmers are not interested in any more fantastic plans or 
theories. He wants inimediate results. The allotment plan 
is a wide departure from anYthing ever attempted in our 
·country. This is no time to administer an untried and un
known remedy. The patient is too sick for experimentation. 
He needs immediate relief. 

However much one might philosophize on the farmer's 
troubles and however much one might try to diagnose the 
case, he is forced to the same old conclusion, which is that 
the farmer's troubles come from the fact that he sells in 
the market of his purchaser and he purchases in the mar
ket of his seller. The farmer does not fix the price in either 
transaction. In almost any other business the dealer has the 
opportunity to fix the price on at least one end of his trans
actions. Many executive and legislative efforts have been 
made to remedy this situation. Labor has solved its problem 
through trade-unions. Professional men have solved theirs 
through building up a code of professional ethics. Manufac
turers and merchants have met theirs through the laws of 
business, which in many instances come from that ancient 
'yet very modern rule of caveat emptor-let the buyer beware. 

The farmer can not follow these examples. The farmers 
are too numerous to organize, and their productions are 
too varied to be controlled. When it profits the grain grower 
to enjoy a high price for his grain, it will not profit the 
dairyman who must purchase high-priced grain. Their 
interests run counter unless the dairyman can raise the price 
of his products in proportion, or vice versa. How best to 
bring to the farmer the chance to control the price of his 
products is the important question. 

The Congress of the United States has wrestled with the 
question for many years. For the past 12 years Congress has 
had this question for consideration. The first plan was the 
McNary-Haugen plan. The second was the export deben
ture plan. The third was the Federal Farm Board plan. 
And now we have the allotment plan. Let us look briefly at 
each of these plans. 

THE M'NARY-HAUGEN PLAN 

This plan won much newspaper comment and was before 
Congress in many modified forms. It sought to control the 
surplus of certain farm commodities by providing an equal
ization fee which would tend to recompense the farmer for 

the depreciation which his commodity suffered by reason of 
the surplus. When the law of supply and demand is apply
ing without any interference, a surplus is bound to be a de
pressant on the market. Therefore, it is easy to see that if 
that depressant were removed, prices would swing upward 
again immediately. For several years the battle raged over 
this question. The legislative and executive departments 
of the Government failed to agree upon a course. Each de
partment wished to accomplish the same thing but in a 
different way. This McNary-Haugen bill was therefore dis
carded for a new plan known as the debenture plan. 

THE DEBENTURE PLAN 

This bill sought to control the local market prices of 
certain commodities by controlling the exportable surplus 
of such commodities. This was to be done by issuing to the 
farmer a certificate or debenture for his share of the ex
portable surplus as compared to his part of the total yield in 
the country. This debenture would have been an obligation 
of this Government and would have been paid by this 
Government. This would have been an indirect attempt to 
make a tariff effective by putting a duty on exports. This 
bill was a great departure and did not become a law. This 
plan had many warm conscientious advocates. The de
benture plan is frequently mentioned yet as the only way 
out for the farmer. Personally, I have felt that it is not 
practicable. It goes too far afield to accomplish the results 
wished for. This plan has been laid aside in the legislative 
cemetery with many others, and from which it may never 
be resurrected. 

THE FEDERAL FARM BOARD 

The Federal Farm Board was .the third scheme advanced 
as a sure cure for the ills of the farmer. President Coolidge 
had opposed the McNary-Haugen bill, and his opposition had 
been carried on vigorously by President Hoover. The latter 
also opposed the debenture plan, but he did not oppose the 
Federal Farm Board plan. I have always felt that his 
principal reason for supporting it was that he recognized the 
fact that the farmers, as a group, represent the flower of our 
citizenry and that they were sincere in their demands and 
that their condition deserved the best consideration that 
might be given to them. No doubt he would have preferred 
allowing the farmers to work out their salvation in a way 
that would have put them upon a sound basis. 

The theory ,upon. which the Federal Farm Board was 
established is more reasonable and would come more nearly 
reaching the farmer's problem than any other theory ad
vanced . . As I have hereinbefore stated, it is well recognized 
that the farmer's basic trouble is his failure to fix the pTice 
which he should receive for what he sells. He sells in a 
buyer's market and buys in a seller's market. The law which 
established the Federal Farm Board sought to arrange some 
plan by which the farmer could be assisted in controlling to 
some small degree the price for which he sold a few of his 
leading crops. Wheat, cotton, and tobacco were selected as 
the crops upon which the first trial would be made. The 
plan was to control the surplus of these crops. Controlling 
the surplus is the object in each of these bills. 

The McNary-Haugen bill sought to control the surplus by 
an equalization fee. This would charge the surplus to the 
farmers generally. The debenture plan sought to control 
the surplus by paying the farmer for the exportable sur
plus. The Federal Farm Board law sought to control the 
surplus through the establishment of Government-financed 
cooperatives. It took the cooperative idea <which has been 
carried on by the farmers in some sections with much suc
cess) and sought to extend it in a big way. This bill was 
passed in 1929. It was approved by President Hoover. The 
bill provided for an appropriation of $500,000,000. A board 
of eight members was provided for. This board was to be 
named by the President. President Hoover named a strong 
board and one that was at once recognized as capable of 
dealing with the problem of raising the economic and 
financial state of agriculture. He selected one of the best
known tobacco men in America. And one of the leading 
cotton experts in the land. Likewise, the whole board was 
selected with this idea of bringing experts in various fields 
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of agriculture together to study the question. This board 
soon began to t:.unction. Exhaustive studies were made by 
many experts. Everybody connected with the great experi
ment moved about his work with hope and confidence. To 
the task of conquering the surplus they dedicated themselves 
most industriously. The board's plans were carefully 
worked out, and soon the money began to flow out into 
the agricultural sections. The plan was to discourage in
creased acreage by education and .advertising and any other 
reasonable method, and to control the movement of crops 
when produced so that they were not all dumped on the 
market at the same time. The plan, therefore, was cooper
ative in curtailment of acreage and in orderly marketing. 

If this plan could have been carried out, it would have 
solved the farmer's problem, for it would have handled the 
.surplus in a sensible way. Curtailment of acreage was 
planned, to be accomplished without force or favoritism; 
and orderly marketing was planned, to be carried on with 
intelligence. This would have been an aid to the transpor
tation agencies and to the ultimate consumer. All of which 
would have insured the farmer a fair price, a steady market, 
and a satisfied consumer, who in the last analysis is a most 
important equation in the problem. But in spite of this 
beautiful set-up the Federal Farm Board has become what 
the boy on the street describes as a "beautiful flop." Every
where, among farmers especially, it is considered by many 
as a total failure. Many people who have no idea of the 
work this board did and who know nothing about its plans 
criticize it unmercifully. A large percentage of the farmers 
in the agricultural States voted against Mr. Hoover, although 
he had favored this legislation which took out of the Treas
ury that he was guarding so zealously the tremendous sum 
of $500,000,000. A law so beautiful in theory, a law the 
executive force of which was marked by so much business 
sagacity and supported and encouraged by such an adequate 
financial exchequer should not have achieved such an un
favorable position in the minds of our people, although it 
has lost the confidence of the people. I for one still believe 
that it has done much good. But when the reason for its 
failure is seen and studied, we are almost forced to the con
clusion that there is no sure solution for the farmers' 
troubles. Indeed, one is forced to ask, Is there any real 
farmer's trouble? Has the farmer any real trouble that can 
not be solved by industry, thrift, and usual business acumen? 
Let us see why the Federal Farm Board plan failed. 

In the first place it failed for want of cooperation from 
the farmers themselves. This want of cooperation is not 
due to any great extent to the refusal of the farmers but to 
the fact that it is almost impossible to get cooperation from 
30,000,000 people. The expense of securing such coopera
tion would be absolutely prohibitive. While, as I have just 
stated, failure to cooperate can not be construed as refusal 
to cooperate, yet in many cases failure to cooperate was seen 
in some who recognized that since the Government was try
ing to lessen acreage and thereby increase the price of the 
commodity, it would be a good time for them to plant an 
increased acreage. There are several other reasons why this 
plan failed, but I shall not enter a detailed enumeration or 
discussion of them. One very determining reason was the 
influence of the weather conditions on crop production. 
Weather conditions do not enter much, if any, into the pro
duction of manufactured articles. They do not enter much 
into commercial activities, but they are at least a 25 per 
cent factor in crop production. In 1930 most parts of ·the 
United States witnessed the most destructive drought in 
history. In southern Ohio the people almost despaired 
through a period of eight months when theTe was scarcely 
any precipitation whatever. Similar conditions prevailed 
over much of the country. Many farmers gave up in de
spair and defeat. The weather was not only a 25 per cent 
factor in 1930 in some sections, but it was a 100 per cent 
factor. So in each year the weather is an uncertain factor 
in its extent but a most certain factor to some extent, and 
a factor which is clearly beyond all human control. The 
year 1931 was as much unlike 1930 in crop production as 
possible. In 1931 Mother Nature showed a crop profligacy 
the like of which the country had never seen. The contrast 

between these two years carries to the human race the lesson 
sought to be set forth by the poet when he said-

Judge not the Lord with feeble sense, 
But trust him for His grace, 

Behind a frowning Providence 
He hides a smiling face. 

And again-
It may not be my way 

It may not be thy way, 
But God in His own way 

Will always provide. 

It was in 1931 that the Federal Farm Board commenced 
to operate. A more unfortunate time could not have been 
selected. Out of a drought into a great plenty was not a 
fair time to test any plan to control a surplus. No human 
ingenuity could terminate the drought of 1930, and no 
human agency could stop the bountiful surplus of 1931. 
The Federal Farm Board went into the market and bought 
hundreds of millions of bushels of wheat in an attempt to 
stabilize the price, but in spite of the purchase of this 
tremendous amount by the Government the price continued 
to go down and down. It was the same with cotton. This 
failure marked the defeat of the Federal Farm Board 
plan. If it had been put into effect a year earlier, it might 
have been successful. Yet it might not have been success
ful. With this failure of this plan the Government had 
on hand nearly 300,000,000 bushels of wheat, yet the farm
ers still had a surplus; and it had on hand millions of 
bales of cotton, yet the cotton growers had a surplus. And 
the Government had on hand an expensive organization 
which it proceeded to disband to some degree, and it had 
on hand the experience which though very costly might 
not have been a total failure. The Government has by act 
of Congress been authorized to turn most of this wheat 
and cotton over to the Red Cross to be used to assist the 
destitute in our country. The board still functions, but its 
usefulness is greatly reduced, and it is my judgment that 
it will never do what was intended that it should do, which 
was to control the surplus production of wheat. cotton. 
and tobacco. 

Let us now take up the Jones allotment plan for a brief 
consideration. The chances are that this bill will pass the 
House. If it does, it will be because many Members will find 
themselves in the position in which I find myself, which is, 
that I recognize the sorry plight of agriculture and would be 
glad to vote for any plan that will restore agriculture to its 
former state of financial and economic competency. I am 
afraid that the allotment plan will not accomplish this de
sired result. What is the allotment plan? How will it 
work? 

This plan seeks to control the surplus but in a different 
way than any of the other plans. It is drawn on the theory 
that it will seek to control only exportable surpluses. It 
appears that the price of the processed or finished product 
made from the commodities grown by the farmer follows 
closely the price of other manufactured products, but that 
the price of the product as it leaves the farmers' control is 
clear out of fair relationship with other prices. This ex
emplifies what I have already stated, which is, that the 
farmer sells in a purchaser's market and buys in a seller's 
market. ~e plan of this bill is ingenious in that it seeks to 
tie the farmers' products up with the processing or finishing 
work so as to share some of the profits made in this wmk. 
If the finished product is able to hold its fair relationship 
with commodities in general but the raw material can not do 
so, and if this plan will draw the raw commodity up to higher 
price levels, the desired result will have been accomplished. 
The trouble will come when we attempt to put this plan into 
execution. 

In the first place, we start out by restricting the com
modities eligible for consideration to commodities of which 
we have an exportable surplus, but in the application of the 
law we proceed just the same as if we were dealing with 
a commodity of which there was no exportable surplus. It 
appears to me that the reason for limiting the application 
of the law to commodities of which there is an exportable 
surplus was to secure some plan that would limit the list 
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upon which the plan should be tried by some fixed rule rather 
than to arbitrarily select certain commodities upon which 
to experiment. I think it would have been wiser to select 
only two commodities for the first trial-wheat and cotton. 
My reason for this is that both these have exportable sur
pluses, and both are easy to estimate as to acreage and 
easy to handle when produced, and both must be proc
essed before used in any great quantity. It woUld not re
quire so many men to carry it out. If other commodities 
were included, it would be difficult to draw the line. In 
fact, the plan, if workable, should be applied to all farm 
commodities. At first, the bill included only cotton, wheat, 
and hogs, but later rice, peanuts, and dairy products were 
considered and probably will be included. In order for this 
plan to work equitably it should include all agricultural com
modities. If this is done, then we are face to face with the 
most insurmountable objection to its workability, which ob
jection is that it would require an army of men to carry it 
out. How many thousands nobody that I have heard has 
had the hardihood to make an estimate. 

As to the details of the proposed law, I will not attempt 
to explain them, for many of the duties will be covered by 
departmental regulations. But, generally, the detail plans 
are that the Department of Agriculture shall ascertain the 
proper price level and the estimated amount of acreage and 
then, after making the necessary surveys and investigations, 
give an opportunity to all growers of the commodities cov
ered in the law to agree to reduce their acreage 20 per cent. 
After they have done so and have brought to the market 
the crop produced on the remaining 80 per cent acreage, 
they will be paid by the processors or market men the price 
fixed by the department. If this price is more than the 
prevailing market price, the market man gives the farmer a 
certificate which will enable him to draw from the Govern
ment the amount shown thereon. Thus the Government 
will help pay the price fixed, thereby putting the Govern
ment into a business and into the price-fixing business at 
that, both of which efforts will bring down upon it much 
criticism. To accomplish these matters will require many 
clerks, appraisers, statisticians, and many other men of 
ability and training. When this part' of the law is carried 
out, we yet have the other half of it to carry out. How is 
the Government to get its money back? That will also re
quire much effort, but not so much as the other half of the 
plan. The law requires the processor to sell that commodity 
at a price sufficiently above the price paid for it by him that 
he will be able to pay the Government the amount advanced 
by it. 

In this way the Government will lend its aid to fixing a 
price if the farmer will cooperate in reducing his acreage 
and if the market man or processor will collect this increased 
price by adding this amount to the cost of manufacture and 
reimburse the Government to that extent. It can, therefore, 
be easily seen that the increase in price which the farmer 
will get will be paid by the ultimate consumer. Then that 
brings up the question, Can the ultimate consumer stand 
any addition to the cost of foodstuffs, when there are proba
bly more unemployed in the country than ever before? The 
friends of the bill argue that this plan will increase the re
turns to the farmer whose purchasing power will be thereby 
increased so that he will be able to purchase and consume 
much more than he can now, and that will be the necessary 
impetus that business needs to start the wheels of manu
facturing plants to revolve again. This is beautiful in 
theory, but will it work? It may; but if it does, it will be 
reversing the usual program, for generally the increase in 
prices to the farmer follows a revival in the manufacturing 
and commercial activities of the country. The natural way 
for the farmers' products to rise in value is in response to 
a demand for them which comes with the capacity of the 
consumer to pay. This capacity is absolutely dependent 
upon the amount of the purchasing power of the consumer, 
and his purchasing power is exactly in proportion to his 
earnings. 

If this bill becomes a law it might bring to the farmer an 
increase, but will it benefit that great industry we call agri
culture? I think not. Here are two reasons: First, it will 
not be compulsOry for all to take advantage of the law and 
those who do not do so will not be compensated for reduc
tion of acreage, thereby dividing the farmers into two classes 
which will create disorder and dissatisfaction; second, the 
whole scheme is to put a premium on reduction of produc
tion. It compensates the man who reduces his acreage 
and who reduces the number of hogs that he raises. The 
principal test of a good farmer is how much does he pro
duce per acre and not how little; and how many hogs he 
can market, not how few. The best farmers pride them
selves on the success of their efforts. This bill changes 
entirely the farmers' philosophy of production and success
ful farming. One very essential difference between the 
farmer and the manufacturer is that the farmer forms his 
whole family into an _organization for the carrying on of 
his business. The wife plays her part, likewise the boys and 
girls. Their watchword is production. They pride them
selves in surpassing their neighbors. The manufacturer car
ries on his business without any relationship to his family 
life. That is one strong reason why the farmer must be 
protected and assisted when practicable; for if he fails, his 
family life and his home are in jeopardy. When the manu
facturer fails, his family life is not immediately endangered, 
for his family is not a part of his business. While I am 
ready to go along with any plan that will help the farmer, 
I think that the farmer would be better off if he could free 
himself from so much legislative experimentation. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, the most serious 
question facing the Nation to-day is the plight of the 
American farmer. The tragedy is that those who have been 
administering our Government have failed to realize the 
distress of our farmers and its effect upon the prosperity of 
the Nation. 

Personally, I was reared on the farm. My mother, sister, 
and brothers now reside on the farm and are actively en
gaged in farming in my home county. I believe, therefore, 
that I know and understand the distress and needs of 
agriculture at first hand. 

I say to you the farmers of the Nation are to-day all 
facing ruin and bankruptcy. I plead with you Members 
from the industrial East to take a sympathetic interest in 
the tragic condition of these 40,000,000 of our people who 
are dependent upon agriculture. You may cause their com
plete ruin; but I tell you that their downfall will close all 
of your factories of the East and add to the already dis
tressing unemployment condition. I and others who pleaded 
in vain at the last session of Congress for legislation in aid 
of the farmers told you that unless such aid was granted the 
paralysis gripping the farmers would creep into and destroy 
the industries of the East. I am glad that our President 
elect, Mr. Roosevelt, knows that the prosperity of the Nation 
depends upon the rehabilitation of agriculture. 

Agriculture is the most important and necessary industry 
of the land, for without the very sustenance of life which it 
provides the Nation would perish. No calling is higher and 
more nearly divine than that of the farmer, for he daily 
comes into contact with nature and the divine Creator. 
There is no place where the eternal, spiritual, and priceless 
values of life can so fully be developed and nurtured as on 
the farm where one can quietly commune with God. Be
cause of this from the farm have come the greatest leaders 
of the Nation. The tillers of the soil.have furnished the 
bulwark of every nation since the beginning of time. Yet, 
notwithstanding the importance and necessity of this great 
basic industry, our present economic policy is forcing com
plete ruin upon and annihilation of those engaged in such 
industry. We are to-day victims of a strange famine. The 
farmers' barns are bursting with plenty which they can not 
sell, while millions in the ·cities are starving for lack of 
food which they can not buy. This condition has come 
about from a long period of discrimination against the 
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farmer by tariff and trade barriers, unfair trade practices, 
-special privileges granted other industries, and a medium of 
exchange which does not correctly measure values. 

The farmer by nature is an individualist. Other indus
tries by close organization have, under discriminatory legis
lation, gained great advantage. I strongly believe in organi
zation and cooperative effort among farmers, but be~cause 
some farmers live more than 3,000 miles apart it has .been 
difficult for them to form a close-knit organization. There
fore the farmer has been compelled to buy all of his necessi
ties in a protected market at a price fixed by the seller under 
friendly legislation and to sell his products in an unprotected 
market at prices fixed by the buyer. This unfair discrimina
tion has bled the farmers white and concentrated the wealth 
of the Nation into the hands of a few persons. It has de
stroyed the purchasing power of and brought ruin upon 
40,000,000 farmers. Their paralysis necessarily has finally 
gripped all other industries, closed our factories, banks, and 
mercantile establishments, and thrown millions of laborers 
out of employment. Common justice demands that the 
farmers have the same advantages and protection under the 
law enjoyed by others. 

I should like very briefly to visualize to you who do not 
represent farming districts some of the ruin that has come 
to the farmers from these discriminations. The value of the 
farms decreased $10,500,000,000 from 1925 to 1930, with a 
much heavier decrease since 1930, · while the mortgage debt 
rose to more than $9,500,000,000 in 1932. Based on the 
parity value of the farm dollar, this mortgage debt in reality 
amounts to $28,500,000,000. 

Farm income was $9,000,000,000 less in 1931 than in 1919. 
On January 1, 1932, the value of the farm was 27 per cent 
below pre-war value. In 1931 the interest on the farmers' 
mortgage indebtedness alone amounted to $568,000,000. At 
present prices, it would have taken 1,420,000;000 bushels of 
wheat to pay such interest, but if farm prices were on a pre
war parity with other prices it -would take only one-third· as 
much wheat to pay such.interest. 
- It has been determined that the prices of the products 
of all industries were more nearly on a parity during the 
average period of 1909 to 1914. Taking that period as an 
index, the farm dollar, when compared with the dollar of 
other industries, then had a purchasing power of 100 cents, 
but to-day the farmer's hog dollar is worth 42 cents, his 
wheat dollar 36 cents, and his corn dollar 30 cents. The 
farm dollar for the average wholesale price of all farm prod
ucts is worth in purchasing power to-day only 54 cents, 
while the dollar for leather products is worth $1.10, for 
lumber $1.36, and for the average of all the necessities the 
farmer buys it is worth $1.06. In other words, gentlemen, 
you allow the farmer 54 cents with which to pay each $1.06. 
He can not pay on this unfair basis. These are not theories 
but cold facts. The statements above made are based on 
some statistics of 1931. The decrease in farm prices has 
continued until to-day, considering this decrease, taxes, and 
interest, it is estimated that the farm dollar is worth only 
33 cents. 

A cream separator, that cost 87 bushels of wheat in 1929, 
now costs 258 bushels. A grain drill that cost 137 bushels 
now costs 450 bushels, and a corn planter that cost 73 
bushels now costs 250 bushels. In 1913 it took 80 bushels of 
wheat to purchase a binder, but such binder would now cost 
the farmer 800 bushels. I think the Department of Justice 
should investigate the control of these prices by the mo-
nopolies. · 

In normal times farm products comprise 11 per . cent of 
the total volume of freight, yet such products pay 19.8 per 
cent of the total freight revenues. In a 5-cent package of 
crackers there is one-eighth of a cent of wheat, yet crackers 
are to-day selling at approximately the same price as when 
wheat was selling at $1.65 per bushel. The farmer is re
ceiving to-day 30 cents for wheat that cost him 75 cents to 
produce, 12 cents for corn .that cost him 35 cents, and a 
price for all of his products far below the cost of production. 

Hogs to-day are selling at the lowest price for which they 
have sold for 54 years. One packer who testified before 

the committee in opposition to this farm relief bill said 
that :without any legislation the prices of hogs would de
crease from 1 to 1% cents per pound in 1933. 

In spite of this decline in farm values the taxes the 
farmer pays have increased 266 per cent in the United 
States and 400. per cent in Missouri since 1913. If measured 
in value of crops, $1 of taxes costs the farmer $7.36 in 
wheat, $5.53 in hogs or $8.86 in corn. In other words, when 
paid with corn the farmer's taxes have been increased 886 
per cent since 1913. 

It must be apparent that this unfair discrimination against 
the farmer necessarily has brought ruin upon him. The 
farmers did not bring their ruin upon themselves. They 
have worked and saved hard and long. They have not only 
had to battle these discriminations, but they have also had 
to battle against droughts, wet weather, frosts, grasshop
pers, other insects and other obstacles. Their good wives 
have nobly helped them to bear these crushing burdens 
during this period of gloom and discouragement; but, gen
tlemen, they can not continue. Thousands of honest farm
ers with their loved ones are being thrown out of the homes 
they had given a life's work to establish. These foreclosures 
are blighting the hopes of this great and splendid group of 
our people. 

May I again call your attention to an incident I men
tioned when I plead with you in the last Congress to 
enact legislation to aid the farmers. A good, honest, hard
working farmer called at my office to see if I could tell him 
how to save something out of his wreck. He said that in 
192Q he owned 160 acres of good land, free of debt. He had 
reared a large family of fine boys and wanted to keep them 
on the farm. He purchased an additional 160 acres of 
land, giving $165 per acre therefor, and borrowed $70 per 
acre against .the entire 320 acres. · Last year, because of the 
blight that had fallen upon the farmers, he was unable to 
.pay his interest. '!.:he farm was sold under the mortgage, 
the 320 acres bringing only $50 per acre. This .farmer was 
75 years old. With tears streaming down his honest cheeks 
he said, "What am I to do? I have farmed all of my life. 
I am thrown out of my home and I am too old to learn to 
do anything but farm." 

Incidents like this could be recounted by the thousands. 
Thousands of saintly farm mothers have silently followed 
their husbands to the door of the courthouse and in despair 
there heard the cry of the sheriff as he proclaimed the sale 
to strangers of that sacred place which so long had been 
home . . 

Mr. Speaker, gentlemen of the Congress, these are some 
of the things about which I am thinking. This tragedy is 
not only destroying the farmers. It is destroying the sacred 
and holy influence of the rural home, which has ever been 
the citadel of American liberty and security, and bringing 
sorrow and despair to these noble mothers of our land. I 
believe that the crowning achievement of the Divine 
Creator was . virtuous American motherhood, for there never 
lived a man who could wholly efface from his life the 
impress left by the life of a saintly mother, when as a child 
he knelt at her knee and said his Te Deum or when as he 
older grew he was followed by her prayers. 

In honor of my good mother and the mothers of the Na
tion I express these old yet ever-fresh sentiments: 

You are a wonderful mother, 
Dear little mother mine; 

You will hold a spot down deep in my heart, 
Till the stars no longer shine. 

Your soul will live on forever, 
On through the fields of time; 

For there never will be another to me, 
Like that wonderful mother of mine. 

May He who holds our destinies in the hollow of His hands 
ever deal gently and kindly with the virtuous mothers of our 
land. 

I plead with you to save the homes of these mothers and 
these farmers. If you· fail to do so, I do not know what the 
result will be for human endurance and patience have their 
limits. No more patriotic or law-abiding people live than 
farmers, yet in Iowa and elsewhere they are resisting legal 
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eviction from their homes. These probably ~re isolated 
cases yet if we fail to act we shall be responsible for the 
conditions. We mnst not longer permit the sacrifice of these 
homes on the altar of selfishness and greed. · I say to you, 
Members of Congress, who are opposing farm relief, that you 
are undermining the very fou..11dation of the Go~ernment. 
The hour has struck, and you are " fiddling while Rome 
burns." 

some of you who represent the industrial East say that 
it is not just to grant aid to the agricultural class. In the 
face of legislation enacted for the special benefit ~f. your 
great monopolies-the financial interests and the pnvlleged 
class-which has bled the public white for the benefi~ of 
these interests, I challenge your right to oppose any legiSla
tion on the grounds that it is class -legislation: The G~v
ernment has enacted direct legislation to establish a~d raise 
the price of the products of all industries except agriculture. 

You secured an iniquitous tariff law which fixed and 
maintained an exorbitant price on all manufactured prod
ucts. When the consumer pays his light, gas, telepho~e, 
telegraph, and railroad rates he is compelled to ?ay a pnce 
fixed by law that will pay a fair return on the mvestment. 

Direct relief was granted the great financial interests 
through the $2,000,000,000 Reconstruction Finance Corpo
ration established by law. I voted against this raid on the 
Treasury because I knew it would not benefit the masses of 
the people. 

The Hoover moratorium granted direct aid to the inter
national bankers and the foreign countries. I voted against 
the moratorium because I knew it was the first step toward 
the cancellation of the $11,000,000,000 of foreign debts and 
the ·saddling of the payment thereof on to the overburdened 
back of the American taxpayer. The Government has re
funded to the great corporation interests billions of dollars 
on the ground that a mistake had been made in making 
the tax return. Last week a refund and an abatement of 
$5,800,000 was made on the estate left by the father of the 
present Secretary of the Treasury. These refunds are · out
rageous and should be stopped. It is seldom that a small 
taxpayer receives a refund for taxes paid. 

These are but a few of the many instances where special 
benefits have been granted the few by direct law. Such 
benefits were paid by the consumers. We now ask that you 
aid, not a small group, but one-third of our people, and 
through them the entire Nation. 

All legislation heretofore enacted in the name of farm 
relief has done the farmer no good. The Farm Board was 
a lemon and a detriment to the farmer. The Farm Board 
must be abolished and the millions it is spending for large 
salaries saved. 

The Government, through aid to big business, has en
deavored to restore prosperity, but this effort has failed. 
To-day 40,000,000 farmers and 30,000,000 honest laborers 
are in want and despair. You can not restore prosperity 
lliltil you restore the purchasing power of these 70,000,000 
of our people. Our present economic policies have not in 
the least lessened the distress of these two great classes. 
Everyone knows that the purchasing power of 40,000,000 
farmers has been completely destroyed. If this purchasing 
power is restored these farmers will at once begin to pur
chase clothing, implements, and supplies which they need 
and would like to purchase. This will at once, through the 
business veins of the Nation, start business and prosperity 
with the merchants, bankers, railroads, business establish
ments, and factories, and thus give employment to millions 
of unemployed laborers in the cities. Statistics show that 
six and one-half millions of the eleven and one-half millions 
of unemployed laborers in the cities are out of employment 
solely because the purchasing power of the farmer has been 
destroyed. I am deeply interested in the eleven and one
half millions of laborers who have 30,000,000 of good women 
and little children depending upon them for support. They 
are out of work through no fault of their own. The Nation 
must not let them and their loved ones suffer. 

LXXVI--108 

I say to you Representatives from the industrial East, you 
may oppose this legislation if _you will, but your factories 
will not again run until the farmer can purchase their 
products. . . . 

Personally, I believe that we should view this questwn 
with the purpose of, first, immediate relief, and then more 
distant relief. I have a plan which I believe will bring relief. 
It may briefly be summarized as follows: 

First. The tariff, at present very high, which caused for
eign ·countries to enact retaliatory tariff legislation, has 
closed the channels of foreign commerce to our products. 
Italy has a tariff of $1.05 per bushel on wheat. Other na
tions have similar prohibitive tariffs. The· tariff, through a 
reciprocal agreement, must be reduced so that we may have 
a foreign market. I voted for such reduction in the last 
Congress, but the bill was vetoed by the President. 

3econd. The cost of Government and the heavy tax bur
den resting . upon the people must be drastically reduced. 
The farmers' taxes have increased 400 per cent in the last 
14 years. The exorbitant expenditure of public funds dur
ing the past four years can not be defended and must be 
stopped. One Cabinet official purchased at Gove~nment ex
pense a new automobile because the one then m use was 
too low for his silk hat. While practically all of the farm
ers' taxes are. controlled by State and local laws, over which 
Congress has no control, the Congress can reduce Federal 
taxes. I, therefore, voted for reduced appropriations, for 
the abolishment of useless boards, and for a reduction of 25 
per .cent in the salaries of Congressmen. I personally be
lieve the number of Congressmen should be reduced by one
half. I voted against the increase in postage, and have. in
troduced a bill to restore 2-cent postage. I voted agamst 
and have introduced a bill to repeal the law requiring a 
stamp on checkf). 

Third. I believe there should be a reasonable and con
trollable expansion of the currency in order that the dollar 
may be reduced to its reasonable worth. We must have an 
honest dollar rather than a dollar .of fictitious value. The 
farmer who borrowed $1,000 ten years ago, to-day, because 
of the increase. in the value of the dollar and .the consequent 
·decrease in commodity prices, in reality owes $3,000. This 
is not just. The debts of the Nation never can be paid until 
we have an expansion or reflation of the currency. This, in 
my judgment, will do more to return general prosperity than 
all other legislation. I, therefore, voted for the "Golds
borough honest dollar" bill at the last session of Congress, 
but such legislation was killed in the Senate. 

Fourth. One _condition which demands, and must have, 
immediate attention if the homes of any of the farmers are 
to be saved is legislation providing for a refinancing of farm 
mortgages at the very lowest annual principal and interest 
payments possible. I hope that such legislation may meet 
with favorable action in this Congress. All farm legisla
tion must be favorably reported by the Agricultural Com
mittee. Although I am not a member of that committee, I 
and a large number of other Members have formed a special 
conference to urge legislation for the relief of agriculture. 

Mr. Speaker, I have enumerated above only a few things 
which will aid agriculture. The accomplishment of the 
above purposes will take some time, and, therefore, in addi
tion to the above is the necessity for emergency legislation 
to provide a price for farm produ·Gts ·above the cost of pro
duction. Although I strongly favor a lower interest rate, yet 
it matters not how low we could reduce the interest pay
ments of the farmer, if the present prices and the inflateq 
dollar continue, he could not pay such interest, for he can 
not pay anything when it costs more to produce his products 
than he receives -for them. Therefore the emergency de
mands legislation which will guarantee the farmer a higher 
price for his wheat, corn, hogs, and other products now and 
not next-year. 

Personally, I favor the principle of the equalization fee 
over anything that has been proposed, but such legislation 
has twice met a presidential veto and can not be obtained. 
I feel that the emergency is so great that I am willing to 
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support the best plan we can obtain. The house is on fire, 
and if we can not get the fire engine we must use the bucket 
brigade to stop the blaze. 

For months the representatives of the farm organizations 
of the Nation have been working diligently upon a plan 
that will bring real relief to the farmers. They finally 
agreed upon and ask the passage of the bill we are now 
considering, which proposes what is commonly called the 
" allotment plan." 

I say to you frankly there are provisions of the bill which 
I do not approve, yet I shall support it, for I am sure it is 
the best measure we can now get and that it will mean 
higher prices for farm products. I do not approve the pro
vision for a reduction in products, for I believe that the 

. present low prices are the result of underconsumption 
rather than overproduction. It is true, however, that the 
law does not require the farmer to reduce his production. 
It merely provides that if he desires to obtain the benefits 
of the prices fixed, he must reduce his production, but if 
·he prefers he may ignore the law and its benefits and sell 
his products on the market as heretofore. I think, too, 
that the law should have included corn in its proVISions, 
yet it is urged that corn was taken care of by the inclusion 
of hogs and that it could not be made effectively to app~y 
to corn because such crop is not processed. The law 1s 
somewhat complicated, especially as to its application to 
hogs. It should be sympathetically administered by those 
charged with that duty. I voted against the inclusion of 
peanuts, for I believe such inclusion was not proper. As 
to a reduction in production, the bill provides that "noth
ing in this act shall be construed as affecting or controlling 
in any way the freedom of any producer to produce and 
sell as much as he desires of any commodity," but that to 
secure the benefits of the law he must reduce his produc-
. tion approximately 20 per cent. As to hogs, the produc
tion applies to tonnage rather than to the n~ber, w~ich 
can be controlled by marketing the hogs at a lighter weight. 
The reduction as to wheat acreage does not, of course, apply 
to wheat sowed in the fall of 1932. The provisions of the 
bill have been well explained. · I, therefore, shall mentio~ 
its provisions with relation only to wheat and hogs. But
terfat and other commodities are similarly affected. 

The Jaw provides that the farmer shall sell his wheat. ~nd 
hogs on the open market as freely as heretof~re, rece~vmg 
the market price therefor. The Government Will then ISsue 
to the farmer for the percentage of such commodity that is 
domestically consumed an allotment certificate for the dif
ference between the market price received, whatever that 
may be when he sells, and the price ~ed by. the Go~ern
ment for that commodity. The certificate IS negotiable, 
one-half payable in 30 days and the other half in 6 months. 
The money to pay the farmer this allotment is obtained from 
a tax imposed on the processor of the commodity. If the 
law had been in full operation on November 15, 1932, the 
farmer for the percentage domestically consumed would have 
received $4.35 per hundredweight more for his hogs and 60 
cents per bushel more for his wheat. I say to you that the 
law will work. The farmers would have received these in
creased prices, for the law provides that the United ~t~t:s 
Government shall pay them. Let us try this law, and if 1t IS 
not satisfactory, it can be amended or repealed. It will cost 
the Government nothmg, ·for 2¥2 per cent of the certificate 
is deducted for expenses of administering the law. 

The following illustrates the application of the law: 
100 hogs weighing 200 pounds, or a total weight of 20,000 

pounds: 
Without application of the law, 20,000 pounds at 

$3.05 market price, Nov. 15----------------------- $610. 00 

With the law applied, 16,000 pounds, which is a re-
duction of 20 per cent sold as follows: 

12,800 pounds (domestic consumption) at Gov-
ernment price of $7.67----------------------- 981. 76 

3,200 pounds sold at market price of $3.05 ________ 9_7_. a_o 
Total received if law applied _________________ 1, 079. 36 

610.00 

Gain on 100 hogs if law is applied------------ 469.36 

Wheat: 
1,000 bushels without law at 32.8 cents market price, 

Nov. 15-----------------------------~----------- $328.00 

With law in operation: 
750 bushels (domestic consumption) at 93 cents 

Government price ---------------------------
250 bushels at 32.8 cents, the market price ____ _ 

697.50 
82.00 

---Total received if law is applied _____________ _ 779.50 
328.00 

Gain from operation of law__________________ 451. 50 

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the Congress, there is no 
way to keep the farmer from immediately receiving these 
large increases in the prices of his farm products if this 
law is passed . 

The law is not perfect, for no law is perfect, but it will 
bring relief to a great industry that is in despair. To you 
who are opposing this relief measur~. I ask you what you 
have to offer? You obstruct but offer no better solution. 
The time has come to give the farmers action instead of 
rhetoric, fewer promises, and more pay. I plead with you, 
gentlemen of the Congress, to lay aside your prejudices and 
help save these 40,000,000 of our people who are in distress 
and despair. They are the very cornerstone and foundation 
of the Nation. The picture of agriculture to-day is not one 
of contented workmen between the plow handles. The har
vest of 1931 was a harvest of tears and ruin, but the har
vest of 1932 was a harvest of complete despair and deso
lation. For my part, I shall do all I can to make the 
harvest of 1933 one of hope and realization. This law will 
save the farmers. We can not delay longer, for I tell you 
next fall, next year will be too late. 

I earnestly plead with you to support this program, for it 
is a matter of national preservation. ·The passage of this 
law will take the Nation off of dead center and start it on 
the road to prosperity. In behalf of the millions of honest 
toilers of the soil, their Godly wives and little children, who 
are daily seeing their homes taken from them, who are now 
in despair and without hope, in behalf of the entire Na
tion, I plead for you as patriots, to support this legislation 
and save the great basic industry of agriculture from utter 
ruin. 

Mr. CLARK of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, in order 
to justly and fairly appraise the value of the farm relief act, 
known as the domestic-allotment plan, it is necessary to 
keep constantly in mind. the fact that it is strictly an emer
gency measure of a temporary character. It is intended to 
relieve to some extent and at once an intolerable condition 
and to operate for one year only, unless the President shall 
declare its operation necessary for an additional year. No 
one claims that it is a comprehensive, broad-gaged, and 
permanent plan for relief. 

NECESSITY FOR THE LEGISLATION 

It is needless to discuss here the distress of the American 
farmer. The country at large has at last come to realize 
it; and what is far more important has come finally, it ap
pears, to realize also that the distress of the farmer means 
eventually the distress of the Nation. It might be added that 
if the ·country at large had come to this realization some 
years ago and had accorded agriculture a more favorable po-· 
sition in our economic structure, much of the trouble that we 
now have would have been avoided. But it is not my pur
pose to dwell upon bygones. At last the distress of agri
culture has eaten its way into the very vitals of the big 
financial centers of the country in the form of defaulted 
bonds, mortgages, and what not, and all are now agreed 
that if any practical relief can be extended, it should be 
done. Disagreement exists only as to the method and the 
-means. The question is what t6 do. 

The answer may lie in a proper analysis of the funda
mental causes of the present condition, but that I shall 
not attempt. Suffice it to say that for 50 years the farmer 
has been discriminated against. He has been forced to 
sell in a free-trade market at the world price and buy in 
a protected market at the domestic price. If he had been 
permitted to buy and sell in the same market he could 
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have made a living. If he had been permitted to buy in 
a free-trade market and sell in a protected market, as 
most every other business has been permitted to do, he 
could have made money, as they have done. But to be 
forced to sell in a world market and buy in a domestic, 
protected market could have but one result. And just about 
the time the farmer had reached the end of his tether, 
burdened beyond endurance with debt and taxes, his foreign 
market was swept away. Production being so greatly in 
excess of domestic consumption, a mounting surplus of all 
his chief commodities quickly drove prices far below any 
reasonable cost of production. Utter ruin now stares him 
in the face. 

It may be that the loss of so much of our foreign trade is 
due to the rigid provisions of the Smoot-Hawley tariff law, 
or to the international debt tangle, or to the fact that 28 
nations have gone off the gold standard-forced off, as I 
believe, in an effort to evade the provisions of the tariff act 
and the international debt situation. It may have been all 
these conditions and others combined that cost us our for
eign trade. But at any rate it is largely gone, and the 
farmer·~ market with it. This condition can not be rectified 
in a day nor in many months. These subjects are far
reaching. Much time and most careful consideration are 
necessary to their wise solution. The same is true of any 
plan to work out and adjust upon some equitable basis the 
enormous mortgage indebtedness against farms and the tax 
burden that is daily piling higher and higher against farm 
property. Any comprehensive plan which seeks to deal with 
the fundamentals in working out these troublesome problems 
will require months and months for its proper considera
tion. In the meantime the condition of the farmer is so 
immediate and acute that Congress is justified, in my opin
ion, in proceeding somewhat after the manner of the police
man, who being sent out to arrest a desperate criminal, 
proceeded by first knocking his man down and then reading 
the warrant to him. 

THE PURPOSE OF THE PLAN 

The purpose of the domestic-allotment plan is simply to 
restore the prices of agricultural commodities to their proper 
relative position with respect to the prices of other commodi
ties-to put the buying power of farm commodities more in 
line with the buying power of other commodities. As mat
ters stand now the price of what the farmer has to sell is 
entirely too low when measured against the price of the 
things he has to buy. For instance, since the period just 
prior to the World War the buying power of cotton has 
declined 53 per cent, tobacco 19 per cent, hogs 53 per cent, 
and so forth. But the buying power of practically all the 
commodities the farmer has to have has declined but little. 
When a farmer sells cotton for cash and uses the money to 
buy a mowing machine, the transaction amounts to nothing 
more than exchanging the cotton for the machine. Under 
present conditions he has to give too much cotton in order 
to get the machine, because the buying power of the two 
commodities is entirely out of line. The same is true as to 
practically every farm commodity when compared to other 
commodities. In the pre-war period from 1909 to 1914 the 
average price of all commodities was comparatively low, but 
the buying power of farm commodities was nearer in line 
during that period with the buying power of other commodi
ties. The purpose of this bill is to restore, as far as it can, 
the parity that then existed, not by boosting the price of 
farm commodities to the injury of other commodities but 
by lifting the price of farm commodities to a fair position 
with respect to the prices of other commodities. 

OPERATION OF THE PLAN 

As already suggested, the average price of farm commodi
ties from 1909 to 1914, while low, was more in line with the 
price of other commodities. As to cotton, wheat, rice, pea
nuts, and hogs, the bill adopts the price level of this 5-year 
period as a basis. During this period the price of tobacco 
was abnormally low, and on that account the bill adopts as 
a basis for tobacco the average price for the period from 
1909 to 1918. It provides that the first processor or manu
facturer of any of these commodities shall pay a fee on each · 

unit thereof equal to the difference between the price at 
which such commodity is selling and the average price 
throughout the basic periods mentioned above. In other 
words, the processor or manufacturer has to pay a suffi
cient amount to make the price of the farm commodity at 
the time he buys it equal to the average price for that com
modity during the periods mentioned above. The fee is 
levied against the processor in the form of a tax, and the 
producer is issued an adjustment certificate equal to the 
amount of the fee on the commodity he sells. These cer
tificates are redeemable at the United States Treasury, one 
half in 30 days and the other half in 6 months, but they 
are negotiable by delivery and can be used at once in most 
instances. The amount of the fee thus paid by the proc
essor may be absorbed or passed on to the consumer. The 
fee is paid by the processor into the U~ed States Treasury 
and used in redeeming the certificates. But the farmer will 
not receive such certificate upon his entire production. 
There are two limitations: 

In the first place, the plan is entirely voluntary. No 
farmer is to come into it unless he wants to do so. If 
he does come in and seeks benefit under the plan, he must 
be able to show that he has in good faith reduced his acre
age of the particular commodity not less than 20 per cent 
and his hog tonnage as required. The burden is placed 
upon the producer to show that he has complied with this 
requirement of the act; and unless he can do so, he can not 
benefit by its provisions. But even if he is able to show 
that he has complied with the terms of the act, he then 
receives an adjustment certificate only upon the domestic 
consumption percentage of his crop. From statistics in the 
Department of Agriculture as to previous years it is easy 
to ascertain what percentage of this year's crop will be 
necessary for domestic consumption. For instance, as to 
cotton the statistics indicate that foreign consumption would 
be about 60 per cent and domestic about 40 per cent. There
fore, the cotton farmer who complied with the terms of the 
act would be entitled to receive adjustment certificates upon 
40 per cent of his crop, and the amount of the certificates 
would depend upon the difference between the price of cot
ton this coming season and the average price of cotton from 
1909 to 1914. As a · further illustration, the average price 
of cotton during the period just mentioned was about 12 
cents. If cotton should sell this fall at 6 cent"s, the pro
ducer who has complied with the terms of the act would 
be entitled to an adjustment certificate equal to 6 cents per 
pound upon 40 per cent of his crop. If cotton should sell 
at 8 cents, he would become entitled to certificates equiva
lent to 4 cents a pound. If cotton should reach 12 cents, 
the law would become inoperative and he would receive no 
certificate. The plan works the same way as to other com
modities. The higher the processor would bid for the com
modity the less fee he would have to pay; and the lower he 
bids for it the higher fee he would have to pay. It should 
be added that as to all of the commodities mentioned above 
that are still in the hands of the original producer the 
initial marketing period is fixed by the act, which begins 
30 days after the enactment of the law and terminates at 
the commencement of the regular 1933-34 marketing year, 
and the act fixes a fair exchange value during this period 
of the commodities mentioned above. Provision is also 
made for levying processing fee against any large stocks of 
these commodities that may be in the hands of the manu
facturer at the time the act goes into effect. 

SOME OF THE OBJECTIONS 

Naturally this or any other plan is open to. objections. 
Perhaps the chief objection urged against this plan ~s that 
it is a sales tax and will increase the price that consumers 
have to pay. But as a matter of fact consumers are pay
ing but very little less now than they were paying when 
these commodities were very much higher. The cost of 
bread is but very little less than it was when wheat was 
three times as high as it is now. As to tobacco, peanuts, 
and hogs, it is very likely that the processors will either 
bid the price of these commodities up to where the fee 
will become unnecessary or will absorb it themselves out of 
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some of the fat surpluses that they have been piling up at 
the expense of the farmer. It is greatly to be regretted that 
some hardship may be worked upon hard-pressed cotton 
mills, in having to provide enough additional capital to pay 
these fees until the manufactured goods are sold. But, if 
cotton should rise naturally to 12 cents a pound, these mills 
would have to have the same additional amount of capital 
in order to buy the cotton at 12 cents that they will need 
at 6 cents and pay a processing fee of 6 cents. In this 
connection ·I have received from a prominent cotton-mill 
man a most interesting letter, from which I quote, as 
follows: 

I notice the Association of Cotton Textile Merchants of New 
York and the Textile Institute of New York City, claim that if 
the domestic-allotment plan is adopted, a blue-cambray work 
shirt now costing 39 cents will be increased in cost 50 per cent. 
I went to a retail store this morning and weighed one of these 
shirts, which weighed less than three-quarters of a pound, and 
found that if the cotton cost 12 cents instead of 7 cents, the 
increased cost of the shirt would be around 4 cents, which pos
sibly would not even affect the retail price, and I think this is a 
fair sample of the effect the plan would have on the consumer. 
In finer goods, of course, there would be practically no difference 
in .the retail price. 

Even if the effect of this plan should be to increase slightly 
the cost to the consumer, it must be remembered that 
the consumers of the country have no right to demand 
or expect the American farmer to continue to produce the 
necessities of life at prices far · below the actual cost of 
production. 

Another objection that has been made is that an army of 
employees would be required to enforce the provisions of 
the act and that another heavy drain would be laid upon the 
Treasury. The act is self-sustaining. The cost of its ad
ministration is to be paid from the processing fees collected 
and is limited by the act to 2 Y2 per cent of that amount. 
There are enough employees in the Department of Agricul
ture to-day engaged in work which is doing the farmer but 
little, if any, good in this crisis, to get out and administer 
this act with but little additional cost. It might not be ask
ing too much of them to forego for a short time the scien
tific consideration. of frog culture and get out and do a little 
honest-to-goodness work in helping to put into successful 
operation a plan which may mean the salvation of American 
agriculture. 

Since the · depression struck this country, Congress has been 
obliged to adopt a good many emergency measures outside 
the ordinary channels of legislation, such as the Recon
struction Finance Corporation act, the Home Loan Bank act, 
and others, and it is not a sufficient answer to the distress 
call of the American farmer simply to say that the domestic
allotment plan is unusual or even radical. I had rather 
make a mistake trying to help relieve this situation than to 
sit supinely by and watch the farmers go to their financial 
destruction. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker and Members of Congress, 
the bill before us for consideration, H. R. 13991, known as 
the voluntary domestic-allotment plan or the national 
emergency act, has for its purpose the increasing of the price 
of farm products, a purpose which I very strongly favor 
and believe to be an absolute necessity. 

We hear, and rightly so, a great deal nowadays regarding 
the need of balancing the national Budget. This proposed 
legislation is an attempt to balance the farm budget, and 
with that effort we should all be in most earnest accord, 
for it is greatly needed. 

It is often said, and truly, "Agriculture is the basic 
American iQdustry." How can a nation prosper unless its 
basic industries prosper? It is not exaggeration to say that 
everything in our country-our prosperity, happiness, 
health, wealth-all are dependent upon the work and the 
success of the farmer; agriculture, of all industries, is essen
tial to mankind, for by its output human life is sustained. 

We have about six and one-half million farms on which 
are now living about 30,000,000 American citizens, and 
about 15,000,000 more of our people live in the villages and 
small towns and are practically dependent upon agricul
ture. About one-fourth of all our people live on farms, and 

many more are dependent upon them, which makes it evi
dent that there can be no general prosperity until our 
farmers are again prosperous. 

In the year 1900 our population was 75,974,575; in the 
year 1930, 122,775,046, a gain of about 60 per cent. 

In 1900 our national wealth was $88,517,000,000. In 1930 
it had increased to $329,700,000,000, a gain of about 350 
per cent. 

We have no census figures of our national gross income, 
but the Bradstreet estimate is: 
In 1915 our income was ________________________ $34,690,000,000 
In 1929, the high point _________________________ 85,200,000,000 
In 1931---------------------------------------- 54,000,000,000 In 1932, about _________________________________ 37,500,000,000 

A correct estimate of farm income is difficult. The farmer 
lives in his own home and provides much of his own food 
for which there is no money exchange, though it is in effect 
real income. Alexander Hamilton Institute's estimate is: 
A gross farm income in 1929 of ______ : __________ $11,950,000,000 
A gross farm income in 1932 of_________________ 5,240,000,000 
Expenses in 1929------------------------------- 6,621,000,000 
Expenses in 1932------------------------------- 3,920,000,000 
The net income being reduced from $5,329,000,000 in .1929 to 

$1,320,000,000 in 1932. 
Our present business trouble is no mere trade depression

it is a world-wide catastrophe. Never before have we had 
to face so serious an economic situation. The farmers, wage 
earners, and the small business men are bearing the brunt 
of this depression. It is depriving men of the opportunity 
to work, with consequent great hardship to them. We must 
face the issue squarely; it has been allowed to drift too long 
in the hope that it would solve itself. No longer is it a 
question as to whether the farmer is entitled to special 
relief-that is granted. The question now is, How can it be 
best brought. about? Positive action now is necessary. 

Two problems of first magnitude· are involved in the pres
ent agricultural situation. 

FIRST. THE PRESENT DISASTROUSLY LOW PRICES 

This is our most serious problem. The farmer must have 
cost of production plus a reasonable profit. This calls for 
wider markets which necessarily means our home market 
restored by overcoming unemployment; getting our 10,-
000,000 unemployed wage earners back to work with pur
chasing power, and in addition our foreign market for farm 
products extended. This price will give to the farmer the 
ability to meet his debt obligations and to buy the neces
sities and comforts of life. Industrial products will be pur
chased and this will help to give employment to others. 
The payment of debts will bring solvency to banks and 
financial institutions and help restore the business confi
dence so badly needed, and once again the normal business 
movement of producing, selling, buying will help bring back 
prosperity. 

SECOND. THE BURDEN OF INDEBTEDNESS 

Refunding the farmers' mortgage indebtedness at the 
very lowest interest rate the Government can secure on 
long-time bonds. These loans to be on long-time amortized 
payments, with right of borrower to make larger payments 
at any time. 

The whole world seems to be overwhelmed with debt, while 
ability to pay has been greatly reduced. 

The average Iowa farmer has two outstanding qualities
genuine honesty and rugged common sense. He is not a 
quitter; he can "take it on the chin" and come back, if 
given a chance. We should see that he has this chance. 

Business recovery will never come until the farmer can 
make a living on the farm. He can not do this with pres
ent prices for his products; it is impossible. Ten-cent corn 
and 2-cent hogs get the producer nowhere, except in 
trouble; he can not pay interest, rent, taxes, or other obli
gations with any such prices. 

The legislation now being considered is said to be a 
temporary emergency relief measure for agriculture. If it 
becomes a law, it will be effective for one year only unless 
the President by proclamation extends its operation for an
other year. If it should prove a failure, no new legislation 
will be needed to repeal it; if it is a success, the President 
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can and doubtless will extend its operations for another year. 
The plan may be and to some seems to be too complicated 
to be workable; there is, however, no question regarding the 
desirability and helpfulness of what it is intended to accom
plish. It provides for an excise tax on the product that goes 
into domestic consumption; this is collected from the proc
essor of the raw product and presumably carries on to the 
wholesale price of the finished product and, if necessary, on 
to the consumer. 

The voluntary domestic-allotment plan increases the price 
the producer receives for his farm products-that is, wheat, 
cotton, hogs, tobacco, first named in the bill, to which was 
added by amendments, rice, peanuts, and dairy products
provided he decides to work under this plan and reduce his 
production 20 per cent as provided in the law. It is en
tirely a voluntary matter as indicated by the title-each 
individual farmer decides for himself whether or not he 
works under the plan. If he goes under it, he must agree 
to the 20 per cent acreage reduction on crop and the pound
age reduction on hogs, the evident intention being to con
trol production to some extent. The price in the beginning 
will be: 

Cents VVheat _________________________________________ per bushel__ 75 

Rice---------------~---------------------------------do____ 75 IIogs ___________________________________________ per pound__ 5 

Butterfat --------------------------------------------do____ 26 
Cotton-----------------------------------------------do____ 9 
To be followed by what is termed the" fair exchange value." 

Curtailment of production to me seems entirely an emer
gency measure. Of course, there is no curtailment of pro
duction to those who do not operate under this law, nor do 
they participate in the profits or price advance except as 
it may indirectly increase all prices. 

I prefer unrestricted production; that is, production re
stricted only by each producer's personal judgment as to 
what is best for him to do-and the removal of the surplus, 
if any proves to exist, from competition in the home market 
and its disposal on the world markets to the best possible 
advantage, with the cost of so doing paid by the producers 
of the particular commodity affected; but I understand that 
just now, in the present world depression, this may be im
practicable-but I hope this condition will not long con
tinue-in this way retaining for the home producer the home 
market to the full extent and advantage given by our pro
tective tariff laws, which should make it a "fair exchange 
value." 

I shall always regret that the principle of the plan for 
farm relief, known as the equalization fee, was not enacted 
into law and given an opportunity to prove its value while 
there still existed a world market for our surplus farm prod
ucts. I did my best to accomplish it. ·April 28, 1928, I 
made a speech in its favor, which I believe the years since 
have confirmed. 

It was in effect a plan to take from competition in our 
home market, which is still the best market we know, our 
surplus farm products and to dispose of them on the world's 
markets at the best price obtainable, charging the loss and 
expense to the producers of the commodity directly benefited, 
thus lessening the probability of future surplus of that com
modity, unless it was profitable to continue, and causing the 
producer directly benefited by the operation to pay the cost, 
and also by this method of disposal overcoming the piling up 
at home of a great surplus that might thereafter steadily 
lower the future price, as was done by the Federal Farm 
Board operations. _ 

It may be, some day, when the present world emergency is 
no more, that we will turn again to this plan and then with 
a world market outlet we will welcome production with its 
beneficial possibilities, but always retaining for our home 
producers our great home market at its fair relative ex
change price. 

WHAT HAS HAPPENED 

When the farmer could no longer meet his obligations, 
could not pay his notes at the bank, his mortgage interest, 
his rent, his taxes, could not pay his bills at the store, his 
operating expenses, then business lessened; the need for 

transportation decreased, business men and merchants failed, 
factories could no longer sell their products, banks closed, 
unemployment became general. The jobless army was 
growing. The farmer's purchasing power, his debt-paying 
ability, his chance of success are all vested in the commodi
ties he produces. The price of these commodities, the 
amount of dollars they will bring him, is all essential and 
means to him either success or failure. The high-valued 
dollar and consequently the low-valued commodity does not 
bring the farmer the cost of production. It is unjust to 
require debtors to pay two or thTee or four times the value 
of the money loaned them, whether it is done under the law 
or because of falling prices. The unjustness of it remains. 
The lawfulness of lt does not lessen its unfairness or its 
injustice. Congress should find a way to 1·egulate the value 
of money at this time of emergency, making possible just 
settlements between debtors and creditors. 

We have a standard of time that never varies, the hour; 
a standard of length that never varies, the foot; a standard 
of liquid that never varies, the gallon; a standard for meas
uring corn that never varies, the bushel; a standard for hogs 
that never varies, the pound. But our national standard of 
value, the dollar, in actual purchasing power, in what it will 
buy, is constantly changing and right here is one large cause 
of the present serious condition of agriculture. All business 
has suffered from this situation, but agriculture more than 
any other, because the price of farm products has dropped 
out of proportion to all other commodities. 

Our farmers are loaded with debts and mortgages, mostly 
contracted when prices for their products were from two to 
five times their present · market price. Is it any wonder 
that they are unable to pay these obligations? The farmers 
of Iowa are asking for no unsound money. They are asking 
for a money system stabilized on the basis of the average· 
purchasing power of a dollar in the years 1920-1930, when 
most of their burden of debt was created. They are asking 
for business conditions that will permit them to pay their 
debts in dollars of the same average value they received. 
This can be done by raising the commodity price level. 

The time has come for vigorous action. The tragedy of 
farm foreclosures, of business failures, of unemployment 
must be overcome. The outstanding value of the fertile 
farm lands of Iowa is not gone. Land area is fixed, and 
as the years pass its relation to increasing population will 
make land increasingly valuable. Farm-mortgage paper, in
stead of being a frozen asset, will again be recognized as the 
best permanent investment for funds seeking safety first and 
then income. 

How are we to get out of the trouble we are now in? How 
are we to correct this present bad farm situation? We have 
been looking for a boulevard or a paved-road highway-there 
is none. Let us now take the best road out, even though it 
may have rough places. 

When a house is on fire it is not advisable to wait too 
long, looking for some new or bett-er method of extinguishing 
the flames; we must adopt the best means at hand. 

This plan will require cooperation on the part of the 
farmer. Its provisions may at times not fit in well with his 
plans, but in the final analysis the practical farmer realizes 
that the solution of agriculture's many problems, or most of 
them, rests upon his efficiency, his ability, and his willing
ness to cooperate. The situation into which we have drifted 
during the past few years calls for drastic measures and for 
political courage to put them into effect. 

If, as is believed to be true, we now have as many as 
10,000,000 unemployed men and women in this country
wage earners who desire and need employment--if, because 
of the substitution of modem machinery and motor power, 
we now have" technological unemployment," those who even 
in normal business times will no longer be needed in their 
former positions; if we are unable by charity and taxation 
to care for them and if it is neither wise or desirable pro-
cedure, even if we had the ability, what shall be their 
future? May it not mean that agriculture-the land-must 
become their future home and the outlet for their future 
activities, with consequent increased production for which a 
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market ·must be fm.md; if so; it · adds to the agricultural 
problem and our responsibility for its best solution. 

Organized society is under obligation to give every man an 
opportunity to earn a living for himself and family. We 
hear much these days regarding the "Government in busi
ness " and the inadvisability of it. I am in sympathy with 
that thought, but what is the purpose of a Government like 
ours" of the people, by the people, for the people"; is it not 
to do for the people what they, acting individually, alone, 
can not do for themselves? 

Here is agriculture, prostrate and failing, yet absolutely 
essential to the Nation's welfare; agriculture, composed of 
a very large number of small individual units, unable to 
solve the market-price problem, unable to secure cost of 
production, unable to pay, to refund, or refinance its present 
indebtedness. Does it not become the duty of our Govern
ment to undertake to solve these problems for agriculture? 

Our farmers are deeply in debt; they are overburdened 
with taxes and interest charges and they are now unable to 
sell their products at cost of production. We must give 
them prompt aid. 

I have never, myself, liked the terms" radical" and" con
servative "-they are so differently defined and understood 
by different people. Conditions as they are to-day justify 
the doing of things which perhaps only the existence of an 
emergency could justify; and if proposed helpful legisla
tion appears to some to be radical, they should apply the 
test of helpfulness, for what may now appear radical, if 
it is helpful, may in fact be conservative. 

RATIFICATION OF AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION 
The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication 

from the Governor of North Carolina containing a certified 
copy of the joint resolution ratifying the proposed amend
ment to the Constitution of the United States fixing the 
commencement of the terms of the President, Vice President, 
and Members of Congress. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to 
Mr. HART <at the request of Mr. McDUFFIE), indefinitely, on 
account of illness. 

ELECTORS OF PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER laid before the House a communication 

from D. N. Castle, Acting Secretary of State, transmitting, 
under the provisions of the act of Congress, copies of the 
certificates of final ascertainment of electors of President 
and Vice President of the United States appointed on No
vember 8, 1932, in the States of Florida, Kentucky, 
Nebraska, New Jersey, North Dakota, South Carolina, and 
WyomiD.g, with authenticated photostat copies of the certifi
cates furnished by the executives of the States of Idaho 
and South Dakota. 

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE SAMUEL A. KENDALL 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks in the RECORD and include tiierein a 
resolution of condolence to the late Representative KENDALL. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. JACOBSEN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the RECORD, I include the following: 
NATIONAL AsSOCIATION OF LETrER CARRIERS, 

LOCAL BRANCH No. 506, 
Davenport, Iowa, January 10, 1933. 

Representative B. M. JAcoBsEN, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: Branch 506, National Association of Letter Carriers, 
at its regular meeting held January 10, 1933, adopted the follow
ing resolution which I was instructed to send to you, together with 
the request that you have the same inserted in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

"Whereas Branch 506, National Association of Letter Carriers, of 
Davenport, Iowa, have just heard with profound sorrow and 
re!;ret the announcement of the untimely death of Han. SAMUEL 
KENDALL, a Representative from the State of Pennsylvania; and 

"Whereas the late SAMUEL KENDALL has been a tried and true 
friend of the letter carriers of the United States: The-refore be it 

"Resolved, That Branch 506,· National Association of Letter Car
riers, of Davenport, Iowa, express its sincere sorrow in the passing 
of one of its beloved friends." 

With best regards to you, I remain, sincerely yours, 
A. T. ADAM S, Secretary. 

ADDRESS OF HON. ROBERT L. OWEN 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 

to extend my remarks by inserting a radio address by 
Senator Robert L. Owen on the monetary question. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the REcORD, I include the following radio 
address of Hon. Robert L. Owen, made over a National 
Broadcasting Co. network, Saturday, January 7, 1933: 

WHAT IS THE MATTER WITH THE COUNTRY? 

Friends of the radio audience, by the courtesy of the National 
Broadcasting Co. I discuss "What Is the Matter with the 
Country?" 

The matter is that our national productive income has fallen 
from $90,000,000,000 per annum to about $42,000,000,000 per an
num-a loss of about $4,000,000,000 a month. Our t otal imports 
and exports have fallen from about $9,000,000,000 to $3,000,000,000. 
The market value of our listed and unlisted stocks and bonds has 
fallen about $100,000,000,000. Other forms of property have fallen 
not less than $50,000,000,000 more. 

Our bank loans have been contracted over $14,000,000,000. Our 
bank deposits have contracted over $13,000,000,000; and our bank 
demand deposits, upon which checks are usually drawn, have con
tracted over $8,000,000,000 and now stand at about $16,000,000,000, 
a very large part of which are corporation deposits used for t rans
acting the Nation's manufacturing, transportation, transmission, 
and distributing business. 

The demand for dollars exhibited by checks cashed in 1929 was 
about $1,200,000,000,000. For the last year they were about 
$600,000,000,000. . 

Of $5,500,000,000 "in circulation," so called, about $500,000,000 is 
abroad or lost, $1,600,000,000 is in hoarding, about $850,000,000 is 
in the banks to cash checks, about $1,150,000,000 is estimated to be 
in 1,350,000 shops and stores--leaving about $1,400,000,000 in the 
pockets of the people, or about $12 per capita, to meet their 
monthly living expenses--and which is circulating very slowly 
because the people feel poor, their incomes have been reduced, 
their wages cut down or ceased, and they are economizing very 
rigidly. The less they consume, the less production-and the less 
employment. 

We have under these strange conditions about 12,000,000 to 
15,000,000 people unemployed, and about 30,000,000 people more 
on part time, cut wages, or unremunerated employment on the 
farms and elsewhere. 

Under contraction of credit and currency the dollar has become 
increasingly difilcult to get. People are resorting to barter and 
substitutes for money because of this shortage. Our great cor
porate enterprises engaged in manufacturing, transporting, and 
merchandising the products of human labor are unable to make 
profits on their investments. Under these conditions many of 
them have been losing money. Seventy-six thousand of them 
have failed in the last three years. Five thousand banks have 
failed very largely because of the increased purchasing power of 
money and becaus~ the debts of the country-national, State, 
municipal, corporate, and private-exceeding $200,000,000,000 and 
interest, remain due and payable in dollars. 

These debts, with interest and with taxes and other fixed 
charges, have to be paid in dollars whose value have suddenly 
increased-in dollars much more difficult to get; in a dollar which 
now requires 6 bushels of corn instead of 1 bushel of corn, 3 
bushels of wheat instead of 1 bushel of wheat; which requires 10 
shares of United States Steel stock instead of 1 share of United 
States Steel. 'The dollar under these conditions has increased in 
terms of wholesale commodities 56 per cent above the normal 
purchasing power of the dollar for the years 1921-1929, as ascer
tained by the United States Department of Labor. 

The purchasing power of the dollar in terms of standard stocks 
has increased 400 per cent; in terms of special stocks, even of 
companies which were prosperous in normal times, the dollar has 
increased as much as 1,000 per cent and more. Those who have 
the dollars to invest have been buying the property of other 
people at terrible sacrifices--so that the property values of the 
country, through the process of this contraction of credit and 
currency, necessarily pass into the hands of those who are st rong 
in cash or money or bank credit and pass out of the hands of 
others who were not so wise and not so strong. 

Under these conditions, the farmer does not get enough for his 
products to pay his taxes and interest on his mortgages, and mil
lions of the most deserving and valuable of our fellow citizens are 
losing or threatened with a loss of their homes, of a living, of the 
necessities of life. 

The political leadership of the country, in control for the last 
12 years, has lacked the vision or the will to prevent or to 
promptly correct the panic of 1921 or of 1929-both of which 
were caused by the sudden contraction of credit and currency and 
the sudden rise in the purchasing power of money in terms of 
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other property. These conditions could have been prevented 
and could have been quickly cured-as I shall explain next Satur
day at this same hour. 

The cause of this condition is well known to the leaders, for 
the Democratic platform of 1932 declares it was due "to the in
defensible expansion and contraction of credit for private profit 
at public expense." The Republican platform of 1932 promised to 
prevent future depressions by preventing the recurrence of "con
ditions which permitted the credit and credit machinery of the 
country to be made available without adequate check for whole
sale speculation in securities, resulting in ruinous consequences to 
millions of our citizens and to our national economy," etc. 

These platforms speak the literal truth; but still, the people do 
not appear to fully understand what it means or how it happened. 

Here are the vital facts: 
Between 1922 and 1930 our great corporations sold about 1,000,-

000,000 shares of new stock and received from the American peo
ple over $50,000,000,000 in exchange therefor. The corporations 
accumulated in cash and bank credits by December 31, 1929, about 
$18,000,000,000, exclusive of cash in the banks. A very large part 
of this was in the form of demand deposits, which, at that time, 
amounted to about $24,000,000,000. 

Since then demand deposits have contracted about $8,000,000,000. 
There are no figures to show what amount of the present de
mand deposits against which checks are drawn is held by the 
corporations and what amount is held by the consuming public 
(see Table 19, Statistics on Income); but evidently a very great 
part of it is held by the corporations and not held by the people 
who buy at the stores. 

When these great casli or bank balances were accumulated from 
the selling of stock on a rising bull market, the corporations and 
the banks, being abundantly supplied with cash or cash credits, 
loaned the cash to the public with which to buy these very stocks 
on margin, until the loans to the public on margin reached over 
$11,000,000,000, most of which was subject to call. These loans 

' were secured by stock-market collateral consisting of the very 
shares which the public was buying on speculation. 

Several million persons were induced, by the desire to make 
money on the rising market, to borrow money through brokers' 
loans.; and under the practices of the New York Stock Exchange, 
these loans, subject to call in 24 hours, paid a rate of· interest 
running from 8 per cent to 20 per cent. It was profitable for the 
corporations and for the banks to lend this money for this high 
interest rate. The loans were well secured by a margin of 80 per 
cent or 40 per cent, and safe so long as confidence was unimpaired. 

The market value of stocks from 1926 to 1929-under high
powered salesmanship, huge advertising . propaganda, millions of 
newspaper sure tips, and bull arguments made by clever writers-
led to steadily rising prices, until stocks increased in market value 
by some billions of dollars above what would be a conservative 
estimate based on earning power. Prudent bankers warned the 
country against this speculating mania; others, swept with the 
current of enthusiasm, urged their friends to buy or bet on the 
market. 

The collapse came October 23, 1929-and within six weeks about 
$6,000,000,000 of loans were called. An avalanche of stocks was 
thrown on the market, subject to violent short selling and panic 
conditions. Loss of confidence swept the country, and there was 
a fall in the value of listed stocks of about $30,000,000,000 in 
about six weeks. No adequate steps were taken to correct these 
conditions. 

These losses were distributed from the Atlantic to the Pacific 
among 20,000,000 shareholders; and urgent nation-wide liquidation 
ensued, because the people speculating in this manner lost their 
margins to the extent of probably $2,000,000,000 in six weeks, 
and others not speculating saw a loss of $30,000,000,000 in value 
of their securities. 

Simultaneously with this terrible shock to the credit structure, 
consumption, production, and employment fell off immediately 
25 per cent. Carloadings fell off likewise, and a vicious circle 
dovmward was established, which, by July, 1932, developed the 
conditions which I have above recited. 

In the meantime ho adequate steps were taken to correct these 
conditions by replacing the money and credit which had gone 
into hoarding and hiding, except to substitute public credit 
through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation for private 
credit. Wllile it was useful in saving many private and public 
corporations from immediate bankruptcy to authorize the lend
ing of $3,800,000,000 of public money or public credit, it did not 
increase the volume of credit at all. It merely was a substitution 
of public credit for private credit, which left the debts still ' to be 
paid in dollars whose purchasing power in other forms of property 
had increased in a fantastic manner. 
· The only possible way to correct these conditions of contraction 

was by expansion and for the Government to use its sovereign 
power under the Constitution of the United States, Article I, sec
tion 8, "to coin money and regulate the value thereof." This 
sovereign power can not be properly exercised except by the sov
ereign itself, and it should be immedately used to give relief. 

The remedy is easily available. It is well known to Congress. 
It was set forth in the famous Goldsborough bill, which passed 
the House of Representatives by a vote of 28!l to 60--117 patriotic 
Republican Congressmen and 172 patriotic Democratic Congress
men voting for this bill-which declared it to be "the policy of 
the United States to restore and maintain the purchasing power 
of the dollar by the standard ascertained by the Department of 
Labor for the years 1921-1929," etc., and directed the Federal 

Reserve Board, the Federal reserve banks, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury to make effective this policy. 

The Rankin-Thomas bill (H. R. 13012) provides a means of do
ing this in a concrete way, which I will explain in my next address 
to-day a week, at this hour. 

I appeal to you, my fellow countrymen, to study the Golds
borough bill and the Rankin-Thomas bill. From a long and 
microscopic study of these questions I am absolutely convinced, 
and have no doubt whatever, that you will get immediate relief 
through the principle of controlled expansion and controlled con
traction of currency which is at the base of our entire credit 
structure. 

Remember that our fields, forests, mines, and fisheries are as 
productive as ever. Our factories are the grandest and most mag
nificently equipped of any in the world. Our great highways and 
means of transportation are unequaled on earth. Our people 
beyond all comparison are superior to all nations in their pro
ductive capacity and are not exceeded by any in industry and 
skill. The values of all property, now measured in dollars so diffi
cult or impossible to obtain, may all be restored to normal when 
the proper supply of dollars is furnished by the Government. 
This remedy is so clear that a child should understand it. 

What is the matter with the country I have stated in plain 
terms. But there is something else the matter with the country. 
Most of you on this question have been sound asleep, and it has 
needed a financial catastrophe to wake you up. If you don't do 
your duty now to your country by expressing your opinion per
sonally and through every organization with which you are con
nected, you will fail to perform a patriotic duty to yourselves, to 
your families, and to your country. 

The leaders of the National Farmers' Union, the National Grange, 
the American Federation of Farm Bureaus, and the American Fed
eration of Labor are actively demanding this relief. I beg of you 
to give them your cordial support and through other means at 
your disposal give public expression to this demand. I have felt 
profoundly grieved at what I have seen take place and a deep 
desire to help. Not being in public life, I realize that my voice is 
very weak, but that yours may be very powerful when armed with 
the truth. .t\..11 that I can do is to try to lay the truth before you. 
" Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free." 

Please remember that God helps those who help themselves. 
"Be not afraid," but "be of good cheer "-the future is in your 
own hands, and your leaders will respond to clear public opinion, 
and then an era of great and permanent prosperity will appear. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to say that on 
Monday next the Committee on Labor will begin hearings 
on the bill providing for a 5-hour day and a 6-day week. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the ·gentleman from Illinois inform 
the House when action is going to be taken on the crop 
production loan bill? 

Mr. RAINEY. That will be taken up on Monday next. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, there has been some talk 

about a presidential message on the Philippine bill. May 
I inquire if the message has been received and what dis
position will be made of it? 

The SPEAKER. The message has not been received. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 
4 minutes p. m.> the House adjourned until to-morrow. 
Friday, January 13, 1933, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Tentative list of committee hearings scheduled for Friday, 

January 13, 1933, as reported to the floor leader: 
MERCHANT MARINE, RADIO, AND FISHERIES 

UO a.m.> 
Continue hearings on S. 4491, to regulate intercoastal car

riers. 
RIVERS AND HARBORS 

(10.30 a. m.) 

Hearings on Erie, Pennsylvania Harbor, and Florida 
projects. 

RULES 

Cl0.30 a. m.) 

Cochran resolution relative to reorganization of executive 
departments. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

855. A letter from the president of the Georgetown Barge, 
Dock, Elevator & Railway Co., transmitting the annual re
port of the Georgetown Barge, Dock, Elevator & Railway 
Co., for the year ended December 31, 1932; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

856. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmit
ting a draft of a proposed bill to authorize an increase in 
the limit of cost of one aircraft carrier; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. 

857. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting for 
the consideration of Congress a draft of a proposed bill for 
the relief of certain disbursing officers of the Army and for 
the settlement of an individual claim approved by the War 
Department; to the Committee on Claims. 

858. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting for the consideration of Congress sup
plemental estimate of appropriation pertaining to the legis
lative establishment, Botanic Garden, for the fiscal year 
1934, in the sum of $50,000 <H. Doc. No. 522) ; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. COLLINS: Committee on Appropriations. H. R. 

14199. A bill making appropriations for the military and 
nonmilitary activities of the War Department for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1855). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. DE PRIEST: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 
12651. A bill for the relief of the Uintah, White River, 
and Uncompahgre Bands of Ute Indians of Utah, and for 
other purposes; without amendment <Rept. No. 1856). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. PEAVEY: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 4024. 

An act authorizing and directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to cancel patent in fee issued to Victoria Arconge; 
with amendment <Rept. No. 1857). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BLACK: Committee on Claims. H. R. 1171. A bill for 
the relief of Helena C. VonGroning and Stephan Von
Groning; without amendment <Rept. No. 1858). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. PALMISANO: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 13867. A bill to authorize the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to reappoint George N. Nicholson in the 
police department of said District; without amendment 
<Rept. No. 1859). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referr_ed as follows: 
By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 14199) making appropria

tions for the military and nonmilitary activities of the War 
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

By Mr. CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 14200) to extend the times 
for commencing and completing the construction of a bridge 
across the St. Lawrence River near Alexandria Bay, N. Y.; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. VINSON OF GEORGIA: A bill (H. R. 142.01) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to make a long-term 
contract for a supply of water to the United States naval 

station at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. BACHARACH: A bill (H. R: 14202) to increase the 
amount of certain loans made by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation to institutions holding mortgages on homes; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. PALMISANO: A bill (H. R. 14203) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to issue scrip, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. NORTON (by request): A bill (H. R. 14204) to 
amend section 653 of the Code of Law for the District of 
Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 553) 
amending provisions in river and harbor laws relating to 
local cooperation in the prosecution of waterway improve
ments; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. MEAD: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 554) to pro
vide for a change of site of the Federal building to be 
constructed in Binghamton, N. Y.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FISH: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 45) 
proposing that the President of the United States use his 
influence in the political situation that has arisen in Cuba; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BECK: A bill (H. R. 14205) for the relief of 

Charles J. Webb Sons Co. <Inc.); to the Committee on 
Claims . . 

By Mr. BIDDLE: A bill <H. R. 14206) granting an in
crease of pension to Laura M. Hess; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. · 

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill <H. R. 14207) for there
lief of William A. Ray; to the Committee · on Claims. 

By Mr. DOUTRICH: A bill (H. R. 14208) granting a pen
sion to Lottie L. Stoner; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. EVANS of California: A bill (H. R. 14209) grant
ing a pension to Mary Ella Flint; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. FIESINGER: A bill (H. R. 14210) granting an 
increase of pension to Elizabeth P. Carman; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GRANFIELD: A bill (H. R. 14211) granting a 
franking privilege to Grace G. Coolidge; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. HOUSTON of Hawaii: A bill (H. R. 14212) for 
the relief of Ralph E. Woolley; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KNIFFIN: A bill <H. R. 14213) granting a pen
sion to Clara Sill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 14214) to provide for the 
appointment of First Sergt. Joseph E. Hollis, retired, to the 
grade of master sergeant, unassigned, Regular Army, and 
immediate retirement; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTIN of Oregon: A bill (H. R. 14215) for the 
relief of James E. Bandy; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. TABER: A bill <H. R. 14216) to pay certain fees 
to Maude G. Nicholson, widow of George A. Nicholson, late 
a Unit'ed States commissioner; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 14217) for the relief of 
Ellis Duke, also known as Elias Duke; to the Committee on· 
Claims. 

By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 14218) for 
the relief of Nettie Sprouse; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: A bill (H. R. 14219) 
for the relief of A. L. Ostrander; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
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9522. By Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: Petition of praying that no action looking to the repeal of the eight

various citizens of Kennard, Greenville, and Hadley, Pa., eenth amendment or the modification of any of the prohi
urging the passage of the stop-alien-representation amend- bition laws be taken; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
ment to the United States Constitution to cut out the 9541. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citi-
6,280,000 aliens in this country and count only American zens of Leechburg, Pa., favoring the amending of the Consti
citizens when making future apportionments for congres- tution of the United States to exclude aliens arid count only 
sional districts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. American citizens when making future congressional appor-

9523. By Mr. CONDON: Petition of Howard H. Dawley tionments; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
and 58 other citizens of Rhode Island, protesting against any 9542. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the Reserve Officers' 
reduction or repeal of existing legislation beneficial to Association of the United States with reference to the 
Spanish War veterans, their widows, or dependents; to the I national defense, against any reduction below the point 
Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 1 which would jeopardize our very national existence, and 

9524. Also, petition of Robert E. Quinn and 92 other citi- make certain recommendations; to the Committee on Appro
zens of Rhode Island, protesting against any reduction or priations. 
repeal of existing legislation beneficial to Spanish War vet- 9543. Also, petition of the New York Mercantile Exchange, 
erans, their widows, or dependents; to the Committee on Paul R. Dillon, president, opposing the passage of the agri
World War Veterans' Legislation. culture domestic-allotment plan; to the Committee on Agri-

9525. Also, petition of Timothy V. Hughes and 207 other culture. 
citizens of Rhode Island, protesting against any reduction or 9544. Also, petition of Franklin Council, No. 16, Junior 
repeal of existing legislation beneficial to Spanish War vet- Order of American Mechanics, Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the 
erans, their widows, or dependents; to the Committee on passage of the Moore immigration bill, H. R. 10602, relative 
World War Veterans' Legislation. to immigration from Canada and Mexico; to the Committee 

9526. By Mr. DELANEY: Petition of the F. H. Vahlsing on Immigration and Naturalization. 
Co., growers, shippers, and receivers, protesting against all 9545. By Mr. SPARKS: Petition of citizens of Burr Oak 
legislation seeking to establish Government in business, and and Northbranch, Kans., and Guide Rock, Nebr., submitted 
especially that of fresh fruit and vegetables; to the Com- by Sylvia E. Harris and Myrtle Dailey, and signed by 19 
mittee on Agriculture. others, urging the passage of the stop-alien-representation 

9527. By Mr. DEROUEN: Petition of pastor and congre- amendment; to the Committee on tbe Judiciary. 
gation of Trinity Baptist Church, Lake Charles, La., pray- 9546. Also, petition of citizens of Delphos, Kans., sub
ing that no action, looking to the repeal of the eighteenth mitted by Mrs. Ira Waychoff and Mrs. Anna Hollis, and 
amendment or the modification of any of the prohibition signed by 16 others, favoring Federal supervision over the 
laws, be taken; to the Committee on the Judiciary. motion-picture industry; to the Committee on Interstate 

9528. By Mr. GARBER: Petition urging support of rail- and Foreign Commerce. 
way pension bills, S. 4646 and H. R. 9891; to the Committee 9547. Also,· petition of patrons of the First National Bank 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. of Hays, Kans., submitted by George H. Brown and signed 

9529. By Mr. KENNEDY of New York: Petition of Law- by 49 others, requesting a repeal of the Federal check tax; 
yers' Association of New York County; to the Committee on to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
Banking and Currency. 9548. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Council of the 

9530. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of Independent Bankers' City of Naperville, Du Page County, Ill., urging that suitable 
Association of Minnesota, protesting against the legalization legislation be enacted establishing a standard of integrity 
of branch banking; to the Committee on Banking and and sound economy of municipal bond issues, and giving to 
Currency. municipalities which meet such standard the same rights 

9531. Also, petition of Renville County Tax Reducing As- enjoyed by national banks to receive national cw·rency on 
sociation of Minnesota, urging enactment of the Frazier bill; the pledge of their bonds; to the Committee on Banking 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. and Currency. 

9532. Also, petition of Renville County Tax Reducing As
sociation of Minnesota, urging reduction in cost of govern
mental operations; to the Committee on Expenditures in the 
Executive Departments. 

9533. Also, petition of the Chamber of Commerce of Du
luth, Minn., urging a program of adequate national defense; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

9534. Also, petition of the Community Club, of Waseca, 
Minn., protesting against the enactment of the Glass bill; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

9535. Also, petition of Chippewa County Taxpayers' Asso
ciation, Chippewa County, Minn., urging curtailment of the 
tax burden and a more judicious expenditure of the revenue 
thereof; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9536. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of New York Mercantile 
Exchange, New York City, opposing the domestic-allotment 
plan for agriculture; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

9537. Also, petition of Bacon & Trubenbach <Inc.), canned 
foods and dried fruits brokers, New York City, protesting 
against the importation of foreign canned foods; to the 

·committee on Agriculture. 
9538. Also, petition of C. R. Curtis, eastern sales manager 

for the Mengel Co., of Louisville, Ky., suggesting exemption 
of tax on certain articles already taxed under existing laws; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9539. Also, petition of Reserve Officers' Association of the 
United States, Department of New York, opposing any re
duction of the national defense that would jeopardize our 
national existence; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

9540. By Mr. DEROUEN: Petition of the pastor and con
gregation of the First Baptist Church of Lake Charles, La., 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JANUARY 13, 1933 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, January 10, 1933) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a mes
sage from the House of Representatives. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill <H. R. 13991) to aid agriculture and relieve the 
existing national economic emergency, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oklahoma 

[Mr. THoMAs] has the floor. Does he yield to the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen

ators answered to their names: 
Ashurst 
Austin 
Bailey 
Bankhead 
Barbour 
Barkley 

Bingham 
Black 
Blaine 
Borah 
Bratton 
Broussard 

Bulkley 
Bulow 
Byrnes 
Capper 
Caraway 
Carey 

Connally 
Coolidge 
Copeland 
Costigan 
Couzens 
Cutting 
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